
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106th

 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

.

S983

Vol. 146 WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, 2000 No. 21

Senate
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Loving Father, Your presence is with
us even when we become busy and mo-
mentarily forget You. Thank You for
continually breaking through the bar-
riers of insensitivity with overtures of
Your love. Sometimes we go for hours
without thinking of You or asking for
Your help. You are our closest friend as
well as our God. Help us to keep that
friendship in good working order.

Lord, you know us. We get so ab-
sorbed in our activities and begin to
think we are capable of functioning
without Your peace and power. Show
us the mediocrity of our efforts with-
out Your intervention and inspiration.
We dedicate this day to live for Your
glory and by Your grace, sustained by
Your goodness. You are our Lord and
Savior. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, led
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator from Georgia is
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
today the Senate will immediately re-
sume consideration of the Robb school
construction amendment. By previous
consent, the Senate will proceed to

vote on or in relation to the amend-
ment at approximately 10 a.m.

Following the disposition of the Robb
amendment, Senator ABRAHAM will be
recognized to offer his amendment re-
garding computers. Other amendments
will be offered, and therefore votes will
occur throughout the day in an effort
to complete the education savings ac-
count bill as soon as possible. An
agreement is being discussed to have
all first-degree amendments offered by
5 p.m. today.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent, because of confusion in
the vote being scheduled at 10 and also
giving 30 minutes for debate, that there
be 30 minutes for debate equally di-
vided and, by necessity, of course, the
vote would occur a little after 10.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 1134 which
the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1134) to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free expendi-
tures from education individual retirement
accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the maximum
annual amount of contributions to such ac-
counts, and for other purposes.

Pending:
Robb amendment No. 2861, to eliminate the

use of education individual retirement ac-
counts for elementary and secondary school

expenses and to expand the incentives for the
construction and renovation of public
schools.

AMENDMENT NO. 2861

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 30
minutes for debate equally divided on
amendment No. 2861.

The Senator from Virginia.
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senator from
Iowa be recognized to make a brief
statement, and then I will continue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
proud to be a cosponsor of the pending
amendment with my colleague from
Virginia, Senator ROBB. Senator ROBB
has been a great advocate for improv-
ing education for many years.

The facts about the need for this
amendment to help modernize and up-
grade our nation’s public school facili-
ties are well known.

The average school building is 42
years old. Nearly three-quarters of all
public schools were built before 1970.

Fourteen million American children
attend classes in schools that are un-
safe or inadequate and the General Ac-
counting Office estimates it will cost
$112 billion to upgrade existing public
schools to overall good condition.

Forty-six percent of schools lack ade-
quate electrical wiring to support the
full-scale use of technology.

Enrollment in elementary and sec-
ondary schools is at an all time high
and will continue to grow over the next
10 years, making it necessary for the
United States to build an additional
6,000 schools.

It is a national disgrace that the
nicest places that our children see are
shopping malls, sports arenas and
movie theaters and the most run down
place they see are their public schools.
What signal are we sending them about
the value we place on them, their edu-
cation and future?

How can we prepare our kids for the
21st century in schools that did not
make the grade in the 20th century?
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Last year I visited Hiatt Middle

School in Des Moines. This school
opened its doors in 1925 and students
spend all but a few hours a week in
classrooms built during a time when
Americans could not imagine the tech-
nological advances that would occur by
the end of the century.

In 1925, Americans were flocking to
movie theaters to see—and hear—the
first talking motion picture—Al
Jolson’s ‘‘The Jazz Singer.’’ The stu-
dents who walked through the doors of
the brand new Hiatt school that year
could not imagine IMAX theaters with
surround sound where a movie goer ac-
tually becomes a part of the film.

In 1925, consumers were lining up in
department stores to buy novelties like
electric phonographs, dial telephones,
and self-winding watches. CD’s, DVD
players, cellular telephones, or palm
pilots were unthinkable.

And, the introduction of state-of-the-
art technologies like rural electrifica-
tion and crop dusting were revolution-
izing the lives of families and farmers
alike.

There have been incredible techno-
logical and scientific advances in the
past seven decades. Yet, our schools
have not kept pace with the times. We
continue to educate our children in
schools built and equipped in bygone
eras.

We must make sure that every child
and every school can facilitate the
technology of the 21st century. How-
ever, Iowa State University reports
that we need at least $4 billion over the
next ten years to repair and upgrade
school buildings in Iowa and make sure
they can effectively utilize educational
technology.

The amendment we are offering is a
comprehensive, two-prong response to
this critical national problem.

First, we would authorize $1.3 billion
to make grants and loans for emer-
gency repairs to public schools.

Mr. President, the Iowa Fire Mar-
shall reported a five-fold increase in
the number of fires in schools over the
past decade. During the 1990’s there
were 100 fires in Iowa schools. During
the previous decade there were 20.

It is clear that public schools have an
urgent need to make repairs now and
these grants and no-interest loans will
finance up to 8,300 repair projects. We
will fix the roofs, upgrade the elec-
trical systems, and repair the fire code
violations.

The second part of our comprehen-
sive strategy is to provide $25 billion in
tax credits to modernize our nation’s
schools. These tax credits will sub-
sidize the interest on new construction
projects that will enable school dis-
tricts to build new schools to replace
outdated buildings or add more class
rooms so they can reduce class size.

A few weeks ago I visited a school in
Des Moines where students attend class
in closets because there is no room.
This is simply unacceptable.

In closing, I would like to share a few
words from Tunisia, Washington, D.C.

fifth grader in Jonathan Kozol’s book,
‘‘Savage Inequalities.’’

It’s like this. The school is dirty. There
isn’t any playground. There’s a hole in the
wall behind the principal’s desk. What we
need to do is first rebuild the school. Build a
playground. Plant a lot of flowers. Paint the
classrooms. Fix the hole in the principal’s of-
fice. Buy doors for the toilet stalls in the
girl’s bathroom. Make it a beautiful clean
building. Make it pretty. Way it is, I feel
ashamed.

Our amendment will make it possible
to rebuild her schools. It will make it
possible to fix the hole in the wall, put
doors on the bathroom stalls and paint
the classrooms. By modernizing and re-
pairing Tunisia’s schools we will make
her feel a little less ashamed of herself
and her school.

This is a serious national problem.
And it demands a comprehensive na-
tional response. Our amendment is
that response and I urge my colleagues
to support this important amendment.

Mr. President, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of the pending amendment
with my colleague from Virginia, Sen-
ator ROBB. Senator ROBB has truly
been one of the educational leaders
over his tenure in the Senate. He has
shown great leadership especially in
this area that is so important as we are
reducing class sizes around the coun-
try. I have visited schools in Iowa and
other States recently where, because of
the reduction of class sizes, they are
out of room; they need more space. And
we know the average school building in
this country is 42 years old; 74 percent
of our schools were built before 1970.

The Robb amendment addresses this
very critical need in our country. I am
proud to be a cosponsor. I congratulate
him for his very strong leadership in
the whole area of education but espe-
cially in the area of modernizing and
rebuilding our schools.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair.
I thank my distinguished colleague

from Iowa for his statement this morn-
ing and for his continued leadership in
education.

Mr. President, we are now consid-
ering amendment No. 2861. It is an
amendment I sent to the desk yester-
day afternoon but agreed to debate this
morning.

I always welcome any opportunity to
talk about education, about its impor-
tance to our society, about ways we
can improve our system of education,
and about how we at the Federal level
can be better partners with our States,
our localities, and our families.

We met yesterday morning with the
Governors of our 50 States. During my
own term as Governor of Virginia in
the early 1980s, we took a great deal of
pride in being able to pump over $1 bil-
lion of new money—over and above the
baseline projections—into public edu-
cation. That was back when $1 billion
was still serious money.

Education is not the only engine of
innovation fueling opportunity for eco-
nomic prosperity; it is one of the most

critical tools in maintaining a democ-
racy. Thomas Jefferson said that ‘‘an
enlightened citizenry is indispensable
to the proper functioning of a Repub-
lic.’’ So when we have an opportunity
to talk in this Chamber about edu-
cation, we are really talking about our
future as well as our past.

To my dismay, the opportunity we
have today to engage in really produc-
tive and constructive debate about edu-
cation is really a mirage. We have trav-
eled this road before. We have debated
this same bill and others similar to it,
and the President has exercised his
veto power and has promised to veto
this bill again if it arrives in its cur-
rent condition.

The Affordable Education Act, while
it contains many admirable provisions
that would primarily enhance the af-
fordability of higher education, also
contains a poison pill, one that many
of us are simply unable to swallow.
This bill, in essence, would allow the
diversion of public moneys to private
elementary and secondary schools. As
stewards of public taxpayer dollars,
any policy that diverts public money
away from public schools, it seems to
me, is both unwise and inequitable.

We have heard many times the fig-
ures about education savings accounts.
The average tax benefit to parents
whose children attend private schools
would be $37 a year while the benefit to
families whose children attend public
schools would be just $7 a year. Yet we
know that 90 percent of our school-
children attend public schools. We also
know our classrooms are overcrowded
and many are dilapidated to the point
of being unsafe. We know we face a
very real and imminent teacher short-
age over the next 10 years. We know we
need to continue our efforts to help
States finish the business we started
with Goals 2000. We need to help States
align their new standards and assess-
ments with their curricula. We know
we need to encourage more professional
development for teachers and adminis-
trators. I believe we need to give even
greater flexibility to States and local-
ities in the use of Federal dollars in ex-
change for improved academic perform-
ance. We need to do all of these things
and more.

I wish to talk about one specific area
that demands our immediate attention.
As a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, I have frequently mentioned
the need to build and modernize our
Nation’s schools. In fact, I introduced
school modernization legislation last
July. It has 21 cosponsors and has been
endorsed by over 50 organizations, from
education groups to professional orga-
nizations to the National Conference of
Mayors.

Without good, safe, and modern fa-
cilities, the rest of the education de-
bate becomes practically moot. When a
roof collapses, teachers and adminis-
trators really care most about fixing
the roof and reopening the school.
When fuses blow because of poor elec-
trical wiring, administrators know
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they can’t buy more computers before
first rewiring the schools. Trailers may
be a cheaper temporary fix to the prob-
lem of overcrowded classrooms, but
even the most modern trailers are not
adequate to accommodate 21st century
learning.

One of the largest investments Con-
gress ever made in our national infra-
structure occurred under the leader-
ship of a Republican President, Dwight
Eisenhower. In the 1950s, we spent
roughly $1 billion to build and renovate
our Nation’s schools. That was a time
when $1 billion really meant some-
thing. My friends in Fairfax County
tell me it now costs them over $25 mil-
lion to build just one high school. My
friends in Loudoun County need 22
more new schools in the next 5 to 6
years because of skyrocketing enroll-
ments.

There are a lot of problems we face in
the education arena, but we simply
can’t ignore the massive infrastructure
problem we have anymore. Everyone,
from civil engineers to architects to
construction firms to the education
community, recognizes that we have to
help and we have to help now. All of
our talk about reducing class size and
improving technology education and
investing in school safety really puts
the cart before the horse when there
are no new classrooms for the newly
hired teachers, no electrical upgrades
to handle the new computers, no new
roofs to ensure the safety of our chil-
dren.

Instead of talking about legislation
which clearly is destined for defeat or
veto, we could be talking about reau-
thorizing the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. Instead of talk-
ing about giving greater tax benefits to
10 percent of American families, we
could be talking about how to better
serve the 90 percent of American fami-
lies who want the best education sys-
tem that all levels of government can
provide. Instead of talking about pour-
ing money into private schools, I would
rather be talking about pouring foun-
dations for public schools.

So I offer an amendment with Sen-
ator HARKIN, Senator CONRAD, Senator
LAUTENBERG, and Senator BINGAMAN
that would authorize $25 billion in tax
credit bonds for school modernization
and renovation. The amendment would
also authorize up to $1.3 billion a year
for the next 5 years in grants and zero-
interest loans to needy school districts
so they could make urgent repairs such
as those required to remedy fire code
violations and other urgently needed
safety repairs.

This amendment still helps families
save money for college. It still in-
creases the annual limit for education
savings accounts to $2,000. It also helps
our States and localities meet a mas-
sive infrastructure need.

In 1995, the GAO estimated we had
$112 billion in repair needs and $73 bil-
lion in new construction needs. In a
study just released by the National
Education Association, the total

unmet school infrastructure needs
across the country now total $307 bil-
lion. These numbers were gathered
from the individual State departments
of education across the country. These
are the dollars our States admit they
can’t come up with despite their sur-
pluses. Even if every State used all of
their available surpluses, that amount
would still only meet 7.1 percent of the
school construction needs that exist
now nationwide.

I don’t think this Congress has taken
seriously the enormity of this par-
ticular problem. We can’t just sit by
and do nothing. Without the pending
amendment, the school construction
assistance provided in this bill is neg-
ligible. Our amendment would help
build 6,000 schools and help make ur-
gent repairs to some 25,000 schools. The
underlying bill we are considering
today will only build or renovate 200
schools. That is a stark contrast.

With over 12 million children attend-
ing schools with leaky roofs, our stu-
dents deserve better. With over 3,000
trailers being used in my State of Vir-
ginia alone, our students deserve bet-
ter. In Alabama, it is reported that the
roof of an elementary school collapsed
just after the children had left for the
day. In Chicago, teachers place cheese-
cloth over air vents to keep lead-based
paint flecks from getting into their
classrooms. In Maine, some teachers
are forced to turn out the lights when
it rains because their wiring is exposed
under leaking roofs. The list goes on
and on.

Helping States and localities build
schools doesn’t interfere with local
school control. We know the over-
whelming majority of school districts
face this particular infrastructure cri-
sis. I simply do not accept the argu-
ment that the Federal Government
cannot and should not play a role in
this crisis. The needs are simply too
great. If we can help States and local-
ities build roads, we can certainly help
them build schools. Both are critical to
our sustained economic success.

We should expect great things from
our Nation’s schools and our Nation’s
students. They should expect real de-
bate and results from Congress. But by
choosing to rehash the same old debate
about helping wealthy families pay for
private school, we send a message to
America that this Congress is more in-
terested in sound bites than in solu-
tions.

The American people, and many
Members here, are thirsty for solution-
oriented dialog. If this bill is passed
without addressing some of the most
urgent needs, we are not meeting our
obligations and we are missing a very
real opportunity to make a difference.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I’d like to
focus on the issue of school construc-
tion. All of us, Democrats and Repub-
licans, recognize the need for well con-

structed and well-maintained school
facilities. Nobody wants an inadequate
learning environment for our children.

Senator ROBB has offered an amend-
ment on school construction. His
amendment, as I understand it, basi-
cally contains the administration’s
school construction package. I opposed
this package last year, and I continue
to do so today.

Before I even talk about Senator
ROBB’S amendment, I want to make a
point that is often lost in this discus-
sion. The Federal Government already
provides a significant subsidy for
school construction. Under current
law, states and localities can issue debt
that is exempt from federal taxation.
This benefit allows them to finance
school construction by issuing long-
term bonds at a much lower cost than
they otherwise could. The interest sub-
sidy saves school districts money and
allows them to stretch their resources
to meet their needs.

Now let me comment on the sub-
stance of Senator ROBB’S amendment.
Among other things, it creates a new
type of bond—called a ‘‘qualified school
modernization bond’’ and authorizes
the issuance of up to $23.6 billion of
these bonds. Unlike regular tax-exempt
bonds, for which the holder receives
tax-exempt interest payments, holders
of these new qualified school mod-
ernization bonds would receive a fed-
eral tax credit, in an amount to be set
by the Treasury Department.

This program involves a dramatic in-
crease in federal bureaucracy, while at
the same time striking at the heart of
local control of education—which is
the hallmark of our nationwide edu-
cational system.

In order to qualify for these bonds, a
state or local school district would
need to secure the approval of the De-
partment of Education. In giving its
OK, the Department of Education is
supposed to consider whether a com-
prehensive survey of the district’s ren-
ovation and construction needs had
been completed, and how the state or
locality would respond to the construc-
tion needs. In other words, federal offi-
cials in Washington would be micro-
managing a local school district’s ren-
ovation plans—in effect, second guess-
ing the decision of state and local offi-
cials.

It just does not make sense for the
Department of Education to get in-
volved at this level. President Clinton
himself stated in 1994 that ‘‘the con-
struction and renovation of school fa-
cilities has traditionally been the re-
sponsibility of state and local govern-
ments financed primarily by local tax-
payers.’’ In that respect at least, I
agree with the President.

While I am on the subject of local
control, I want to point out that state
and local governments have, in fact, re-
sponded to the need for school con-
struction and renovation. On March 3,
1999, the Finance Committee had a
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hearing where we evaluated the appro-
priate federal role in school construc-
tion. At that time, Dr. Dennis Zimmer-
man of the Congressional Research
Service explained that since the early
1990’s, the approval rates for school
bond issues and for total school con-
struction dollars has increased sub-
stantially. From 1991 until 1998, the ap-
proval rate for new issues went from
less than 50 percent to almost 67 per-
cent. During those same years, the ap-
proval rates for new construction dol-
lars went from about 48 percent to over
82 percent.

Additionally, the inflation adjusted
annual growth rate of school bond vol-
ume—measured in dollars—during the
last 20 years is 7.7 percent. This com-
pares to an annual school age popu-
lation growth rate of only 0.2 percent
and an annual increase of 4.1 percent in
state/local receipts. With respect to
bond volume, in the first 6 months of
1996, voters approved $13.3 billion in
school bonds, an increase of more than
$4 billion over the first 6 months of
1995.

The bottom line is that many states
and localities are doing their home-
work, passing bonds, building and ren-
ovating schools, and enjoying favorable
treatment under the existing Tax Code.
They are stepping up and meeting the
challenge—and they are doing so with-
out a massive intrusion by the Federal
Government. One of the witnesses at
our hearing, Bill Manning, the presi-
dent of a large school district in my
little State of Delaware, told us that if
we really wanted to improve education
at the local level, we should diminish
the federal role, rather than increase
it.

The package of school construction
measures in the Finance Committee
bill would retain state and local con-
trol, and would also work within the
existing tax-exempt bond framework.
The latter point is important because
our purpose here is to provide state and
local governments with incentives that
they can use, and not concepts that are
untested and uncertain.

For instance, 2 years ago, Congress
enacted a tax credit bond program for
school construction. Called qualified
zone academy bonds (‘‘QZABs’’), the
law provided for an authorization of
$400 million in 1998 and $400 million in
1999. According to the Bond Market As-
sociation, however, few QZAB trans-
actions have taken place.

Mr. President, in the extenders tax
legislation last fall, we did extend the
QZAB program through 2001. One of the
reasons for this extension was to evalu-
ate how this pilot program is per-
forming. My point here is simply that
setting up a big program with a high
authorization does not always trans-
late into a successful policy result. We
need to look at how the program will
play out in the real world—whether the
rhetoric will translate into results. We
need to look at how the program will
play out in the real world.

The proposals in the Finance Com-
mittee bill provide local school dis-

tricts with the flexibility they need to
address the needs of their constituents.
On this point, does anyone really be-
lieve Washington, DC, bureaucrats
really understand local school con-
struction needs better than the local
school board?

How do we accomplish the objective
of enhancing the financing of school
construction activities, while main-
taining local control, in this bill?

The answer is several important
school construction measures.

The first proposal is directed at inno-
vative financing for school districts. It
expands the tax exempt bond rules for
public/private partnerships set up for
the construction, renovation, or res-
toration of public school facilities in
these districts. In general, it allows
states to issue tax-exempt bonds equal
to $10 per state resident. Each state
would receive a minimum allocation of
at least $5 million of these tax-exempt
bonds. In total, up to 600 million per
year in new tax exempt bonds would be
issued for these innovative school con-
struction projects.

This proposal is important because it
retains state and local flexibility. It
does not impose a new bureaucracy on
the states and it does not force the
Federal Government to micromanage
school construction.

The proposal also is important be-
cause it promotes the use of public/pri-
vate partnerships. Many high-growth
school districts may be too poor or too
overwhelmed to take on a school con-
struction project themselves. With
these bonds, those districts can partner
with a private entity—and still enjoy
the benefits of tax-exempt financing.

Mr. President, there is a second bond
provision in this bill. That provision is
designated to simplify the issuance of
bonds for school construction. Under
current law, arbitrage profits earned
on investment unrelated to the purpose
of the borrowing must be rebated to
the Federal Government. However,
there is an exception—generally re-
ferred to as the small issuer excep-
tion—which allows governments to
issue to $5 million of bonds without
being subject to the arbitrage rebate
requirement. We recently increased
this limit to $10 million for govern-
ment that issue at least $5 million of
public school bonds during the year.

The provision in the Finance Com-
mittee bill increase the smaller issuer
exemption to $15 million, provided that
at least $10 million of the bonds are
issued to finance public schools. This
measure will assist localities in meet-
ing school construction needs by sim-
plifying their use of tax-exempt financ-
ing. At the same time, it will not cre-
ate incentives to issue such debt ear-
lier or in larger amounts than is nec-
essary. It is a type of targeted provi-
sion that makes sense.

Mr. President, I also want to make
sure that my colleagues realize that
the Robb Amendment strikes the lan-
guage in the bill relating to K–12 with-
drawals from education savings ac-

counts. This flexibility—the ability to
use a family’s savings for any of the
family’s education expenses—is a cen-
tral component of this bill. Removing
it sends the wrong message to Amer-
ican families and does nothing to help
them meet the increasing need of edu-
cation.

For these reasons, I oppose this
amendment and urge my colleagues to
do so as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of Dr. Dennis
Zimmerman of the Congressional Re-
search Service and Mr. William Man-
ning of the Red Clay Consolidated
School District Board of Education be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. DENNIS
ZIMMERMAN

State and local governments historically
have assumed most of the financial responsi-
bility for public elementary and secondary
schools. They raised about 92 percent of total
school revenue for school year 1995–96; the
federal government contributed about eight
percent of revenue.

Federal financial support can be divided
into two major components. Direct federal
support provided by on-budget spending pro-
grams in school year 1995–96 amounted to
$19.1 billion (as measured by the states), 6.6
percent of total school revenue. The federal
policy objectives of this direct federal spend-
ing are fairly clear: 55 percent of this assist-
ance in fiscal year 1995 targeted disadvan-
taged children; another 22 percent targeted
disabled children; 12 percent targeted school
system support for such things as profes-
sional development and drug abuse edu-
cation; and six percent targeted children
whose parents live and/or work on federal
property.(1)

Indirect federal support for capital facili-
ties is provided through the tax system. The
interest income individuals and businesses
earn on state and local debt is excluded from
their taxable income. This exclusion lowers
the interest rate on state-local debt, a reduc-
tion in effect paid for by the federal tax rev-
enue not collected on the excluded interest
earnings. The estimated revenue loss on
school facilities bonds amounted to $3.7 bil-
lion in 1996, about 1.2 percent of total edu-
cation revenue.(2) The federal government
imposes no limit on the amount of tax-ex-
empt bonds state-local governments may
issue for governmentally owned school facili-
ties.

Unlike federal direct spending for public
elementary and secondary schools, this tax
subsidy is not motivated by a federal edu-
cation policy objective. Its existence is a by-
product of the income tax structure estab-
lished in 1913 which incorporated the concept
that the various levels of government should
refrain from taxing each other. As a result,
the tax subsidy is identical for all state-local
capital facilities—schools, roads, hospitals,
parks, etc.—and does not affect state-local
taxpayer choices among different types of fa-
cilities.

In summary, three facts stand out about
federal financial support for public elemen-
tary and secondary schools:

It is minor compared to state-local sup-
port.

On-budget spending is targeted to four
major policy objectives (the disadvantaged,
the disabled, system support, and the feder-
ally impacted).

The major tax subsidy was not adopted to
pursue a federal education policy objective,
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and has been structured not to influence
state-local taxpayer choice among capital fa-
cilities for different public services.

THE STATE-LOCAL SECTOR AND AMERICA’S
PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

Attention recently has focused on the defi-
ciencies of public elementary and secondary
school capital facilities. Studies have sug-
gested that as much as $112 billion of invest-
ment may be necessary to restore school fa-
cilities to good overall condition, and that
the resources of many local school districts
are inadequate to rectify the situation.(3)

It is useful to evaluate this information in
an economic context. The gap between ‘‘good
overall condition’’ of school facilities and
their current condition is a serious problem
not to be minimized that undoubtedly has an
adverse impact on human capital formation.
But budget constraints are a fact of life: our
desire for both private and public spending
(consumption) exceeds our ability to pay for
it. It is likely that a similar study assessing
the condition of state-local capital facilities
for any function—roads, sewage treatment
plants, prisons—would reach a similar con-
clusion.(4) A gap exists between the ‘‘good
overall condition’’ of the capital stock we
desire and the less-than-good overall condi-
tion we choose to live with.

When making budget allocation decisions,
state-local decision makers decide where to
spend additional tax revenue based in part
upon their assessment of which activity will
provide the highest return or value. It is a
given that positive returns will result from
additional investment in almost any activity
funded by state-local budgets. But a ten per-
cent return in education facilities will not be
funded if decision makers judge a twelve per-
cent return is available in sewage treatment
facilities. In other words, one must consider
the possibility that state-local decision mak-
ers made their spending decisions with com-
plete information; that they chose the exist-
ing less-than-good condition of education fa-
cilities because they place a higher value on
spending the available tax revenue for pri-
vate consumption or other state-local serv-
ices.

For the Nation as a whole, state-local tax-
payers have not been neglecting education
facilities. Table 1 presents referendum data
on public elementary and secondary school
bond issues for the years 1988 through 1998.
The percentage of bond issues approved and
the percentage of dollars approved appear in
columns 2 and 3. Both series tell approxi-
mately the same story. Approval rates de-
clined substantially in the early 1990s, reach-
ing a low of 49.9 percent for Issues in 1991 and
48.4 percent for Dollars in 1993. Since those
lows, the approval percentage for both Issues
and Dollars has risen substantially. The 1998
approval rates of 66.8 percent for Issues and
82.4 percent for Dollars are now higher than
the levels that prevailed in 1988.

TABLE 1. SCHOOL BOND REFERENDA 1988–1998:
APPROVAL RATES FOR ISSUES AND DOLLARS

Year Share of
Issues

Share of
Dollars

1988 .......................................................................... 0.657 0.776
1989 .......................................................................... 0.580 0.736
1990 .......................................................................... 0.573 0.707
1991 .......................................................................... 0.499 0.490
1992 .......................................................................... 0.532 0.604
1993 .......................................................................... 0.568 0.484
1994 .......................................................................... 0.592 0.516
1995 .......................................................................... 0.553 0.544
1996 .......................................................................... 0.586 0.691
1997 .......................................................................... 0.619 0.619
1998 .......................................................................... 0.668 0.824

Source: Securities Data Company.

The increasing approval rates are con-
sistent with the 7.7 percent real annual
growth rate of school bond volume (dollars of
new issues) that occurred from 1979 through

1998. This is not surprising. We are now in
the longest uninterrupted economic expan-
sion in the Nation’s history, during which
the state-local surplus rose from $80.1 billion
in 1990 to $148.7 billion in 1998. As real in-
come rises, state-local taxpayers can be ex-
pected to spend more on a wide range of pub-
lic services, including investment in schools.
But these bond data do not provide evidence
about how much of the growing bond volume
was necessary to keep pace with growing
student enrollment and whether schools
were faring better or worse than other state-
local services.

Table 2 compares the 7.7 percent real an-
nual growth rate of school bond volume over
the last two decades to the rates for school-
age population (ages 5 to 19) and state-local
receipts net of federal grants.

The school-age population grew at a 0.2%
annual rate, so most of this 7.7 percent real
annual increase in bond volume was devoted
to maintaining or improving the facilities of
a relatively stable school population. State-
local receipts net of federal grants grew at a
4.1 percent real annual rate. These data sug-
gest state-local taxpayers have been devot-
ing an increasing share of own-financed rev-
enue to schools, and school construction
spending has fared better than all other
functions combined.

TABLE 2. SCHOOL NEW-ISSUE BOND VOLUME AND OTHER
ECONOMIC INDICATORS, 1979–1998: REAL ANNUAL
GROWTH RATES

School Bond Volume

Popu-
lation

Ages 5–
19

State-
Local Re-
ceipts Net
of Federal

Grants

7.7% ......................................................................... 0.2% 4.1%

Source: CRS calculations based upon data from Securities Data Company
and Economic Report of the President, 1999.

Of course, these aggregate data undoubt-
edly mask a considerable amount of vari-
ation among states and school districts. Sev-
eral circumstances arise which may cause
school districts to provide grossly inad-
equate school facilities, and alleviation of
some of these circumstances may be con-
sistent with historical federal policy objec-
tives for financing public elementary and
secondary education.

A district might suffer from inadequate fis-
cal capacity; residents may be poor and the
district may lack significant commercial
and industrial property tax base. If its state
does not have a vigorous fiscal equalization
program for education finance, resources
may not be available to provide minimal
capital facilities.

Some school districts might experience a
substantial influx of retirees, or be at the
height of a long-term aging of their popu-
lation. Retirees may feel they have done
their duty by supporting school finance in
their child-raising years. Seeing few direct
benefits to themselves, they may be reluc-
tant to support additional spending to main-
tain minimal services, particularly if they
have relocated.

Some school districts have experienced
rapid population growth (often resulting
from immigration to the United States). A
‘‘normal’’ financing effort might prove to be
inadequate to maintain minimal services
when student enrollment expands rapidly.

Some states and local governments impose
very tight borrowing restrictions and/or
super-majority approval requirements for
bond referenda that may frustrate the ma-
jority’s spending preferences.

IN SUMMARY

The condition of America’s school facili-
ties may or may not be worse than the cap-
ital facilities for other state-local public
services.

The proportion of school bond votes ap-
proved rose from a low of 50 percent in 1991
to 67 percent in 1998. The percentage of dol-
lars approved in 1998 was 82 percent versus 49
percent in 1991.

State-local taxpayers have devoted an in-
creasing share of their own-source revenue
to school bond finance; over the last twenty
years, the volume of new-issue school bonds
has grown at a 7.7 percent real annual rate,
while state-local own-source revenue has
grown at a 4.1 percent real annual rate.
Since the school-age population has grown at
a mere 0.2 percent rate, most of this spend-
ing has been devoted to maintaining or im-
proving facilities.

These data present a favorable picture for
the Nation’s school facilities, but may hide a
subset of communities that find it difficult
to maintain adequate school facilities due
to: a high concentration of the poor; a con-
centration of retirees who are reluctant to
support school spending; high population
growth rates, sometimes resulting from an
influx of immigrants; and very tight bor-
rowing restrictions and/or super-majority re-
quirements for approval of bond referenda.

TAX-EXEMPT BOND PROPOSALS

Several proposals have been introduced
that would adjust the current tax treatment
of state-local debt to increase federal finan-
cial support for school construction.(5) The
Administration has proposed Tax Credits for
Holders of Qualified School Modernization
Bonds and Qualified Zone Academy Bonds;
Representative Archer has proposed a
lengthening of the period during which arbi-
trage can be earned and not rebated to the
Treasury; Senator Graham has proposed al-
lowing school facilities to be financed with
private-activity bonds; and it has been pro-
posed that the annual issuance ceiling to
qualify for the small-issuer arbitrage rebate
exemption be raised. The last two proposals
were adopted by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee but not accepted by the Conference.

Each of these proposals is described. Each
proposal’s effect on the share of the debt
service costs borne by state-local taxpayers
is estimated, and the targeting of the pro-
posal is compared to the targeting of federal
on-budget spending for elementary and sec-
ondary education.
School Modernization Bonds

Description. This Administration proposal
would authorize issuance of $11 billion of tax
credit bonds in 2000 and $11 billion in 2001.
School bond volume in 1998 was about $23 bil-
lion, so this proposal could be available to
approximately 50 percent of the school bond
market in 2000 and 2001.

Cost Reduction. Tax credit bonds pay 100
percent of state-local interest cost on bonds,
as opposed to 25 to 30 percent of interest
costs for traditional tax-exempt bonds. Thus,
unlike tax-exempt bonds, tax credit bonds
lower the cost of investing in school facili-
ties relative to investing in capital facilities
for any other public purpose. This lower rel-
ative cost would be a powerful incentive for
state-local taxpayers to adjust their public
budgets and provide more education services
and less of all other services.

Targeting. Half of the annual borrowing au-
thority would be reserved for the Nation’s
communities with the highest incidence of
children living in poverty. The remaining
half would be allocated to the states and
qualifying school districts based upon the
federal assistance they received under the
Basic Grant Formula for Title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (based primarily upon incidence of low-
income children). But states would not be
constrained by the Title I formula and could
use any appropriate mechanism for distrib-
uting the funds. Thus, half of the subsidy
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would conform to the federal government’s
existing criteria for federal spending pro-
grams in education, and half could poten-
tially be spent on other school districts.
Relaxation of Arbitrage Restrictions

Description. State-local arbitrage bonds are
tax-exempt bonds issued where all or a major
portion of the proceeds are used to acquire
securities with a higher yield. Because state-
local governments pay no federal income tax
on their interest earnings, Congress has re-
stricted their ability to earn arbitrage prof-
its. Bonds for construction are allowed to
earn arbitrage profits if they conform to a
schedule for spending the bond proceeds: 10%
within six months of issuance; 45% within 12
months of issuance; 75% within 18 months of
issuance; 95% within 24 months of issuance;
and the permissible 5% retainage (amounts
by which the earlier targets are missed)
within 36 months. Failure to comply triggers
a requirement to rebate the arbitrage earn-
ings to the U.S. Treasury.

This proposal would slow and lengthen the
spend-down schedule that must be met for
bonds issued to finance public school edu-
cation facilities in order to qualify for ex-
emption from arbitrage rebate. No rebate
would be required if: 10 percent of bond pro-
ceeds is spent within 1 year of issuance; 30
percent is spent within 2 years; 50 percent is
spent within 3 years; and 95 percent is spent
within 4 years. The 5 percent retainage
would have to be spent within 5 years. The
proposal applies to all school bonds.

Cost reduction. Issuers must be cautious
when attempting to earn arbitrage profits.
Suppose the interest rate on the tax-exempt
bond issue is 6 percent and the interest rate
on a comparable long-term taxable bond is 8
percent. In theory, the issuer could earn 2
percent arbitrage profit by investing the tax-
exempt bond proceeds in 8 percent long-term
taxable securities. This is a risky investment
strategy. The issuer’s investment horizon is
short because the spend-down rules require
sale of all the securities within 36 months (60
months if this proposal is passed). Should in-
terest rates have risen when the issuer must
sell the taxable bond to pay for construction
costs, the bond must be sold at a discount
and the issuer will suffer a capital loss that
could easily exceed the arbitrage earnings.
Thus, the calculations in this testimony as-
sume the issuer earns arbitrage profits of
0.75 percent, not the 2 percent yield differen-
tial. The important point here is not so
much the share of the principal that could be
paid off by the arbitrage profits, but the dif-
ferential between current law and the pro-
posed changes.

Assuming the issuer takes maximum ad-
vantage of arbitrage opportunities with a
0.75 percent profit, current law could provide
arbitrage profits for tax-exempt bonds suffi-
cient to pay for 1.05 percent of the amount
borrowed. For tax credit bonds, this percent-
age would rise to 9.5.(6) Allowing a five-year
spend-down period for tax-exempt bonds
would increase the percentage borrowed that
could be financed with arbitrage profits from
1.05 to 2.4 percent. If combined with tax cred-
it bonds, the percentage would rise from 9.5
to 21.2 percent.

Targeting. The arbitrage proposal would
apply to all school bonds. No attempt is
made to target its availability to school dis-
tricts that meet the federal government’s
targeting criteria for its on-budget spending
programs.
Public School Construction Partnership Act

Description. This proposal introduced by
Senator Graham in the 105th Congress would
include public elementary and secondary
education facilities in the list of exempt fa-
cilities eligible for the use of tax-exempt pri-
vate-activity bonds. A state could issue

bonds equal to the greater of $10 per resident
or $5 million on behalf of corporations that
would use the bond proceeds to build school
facilities and lease the buildings to school
districts. A corporation must charge a lease
payment such that the building could be
transferred to the school district at the end
of the contract without further compensa-
tion to the corporation. The bonds would not
be subject to the private-activity bond vol-
ume cap, so they would not compete with
other private-activity bonds for scarce bor-
rowing authority.

Cost reduction. This proposal might reduce
the federal subsidy. Private-activity edu-
cation facility bonds would be issued as rev-
enue bonds whose debt service is secured by
the corporation building and operating the
facility rather than as general obligation
bonds whose debt service is secured by the
full faith and credit of the issuing school dis-
trict. As a result, the interest rate on the
private-activity school bonds is likely to be
higher and the spread between the taxable
interest rate and the interest rate on the
school bonds is likely to be lower. The fed-
eral government would pay a smaller share
of interest costs than it would pay on gov-
ernmental tax-exempt school bonds.

A school district that chose this option
could conceivably receive compensation suf-
ficient to offset its higher interest cost in
two ways. First, it might face very restric-
tive bond referenda requirements that pre-
clude getting approval from the voters. Al-
though private-activity bonds require the
issuing jurisdiction to hold a public meeting,
they do not require a vote. Second, the cor-
poration might be a more efficient builder
and operator of the facility, or it may be
able to avoid compliance with a host of regu-
latory rules pertaining to government con-
struction projects (such as the Davis-Bacon
Act). These savings might enable the cor-
poration to provide lease terms whose
present discounted value is lower than would
be the case for principal and interest pay-
ments on the debt.(7)

Targeting. All but $5 million must be allo-
cated to high-growth school districts, de-
fined as having: (1) a 5,000 or greater student
enrollment in the second academic year pre-
ceding the date of the bond issuance; and (2)
an increase in student enrollment of at least
20 percent in the 5–year period ending with
that second academic year. It is not clear
how many of the eligible districts would
have characteristics that are targeted by
federal on-budget education spending.
Small Issuer Arbitrage Exemption

Description. When the requirement for re-
bate of arbitrage earnings was enacted in
1986, governmental units that issued no more
than $5 million of bonds per year were ex-
empt. In 1997, the exemption limit was in-
creased to $10 million, provided at least $5
million is used to finance public school con-
struction. This proposal would increase the
exemption limit to $15 million, provided at
least $10 million is used to finance public
school construction.

Cost reduction. The value of the small-
issuer exemption is that the spend-down
rules do not apply; the issuer can earn arbi-
trage profits on the amount borrowed for the
entire three-year spend-down period. When
considering a $5 million marginal invest-
ment on a variety of public functions, state-
local taxpayers will likely notice that (under
current law) school bonds could earn arbi-
trage profits sufficient to pay 2.3 percent of
the amount borrowed, while bonds for other
functions could earn arbitrage profits suffi-
cient to pay only 1.05 percent of the amount
borrowed. If tax credit bonds could be com-
bined with the small-issuer exception (while
retaining the three-year spend-down require-

ment), arbitrage profits would be sufficient
to pay 20.3 percent of the amount borrowed.

Targeting. This provision would apply only
to relatively small governmental units. It is
not clear how many of these units would
have the characteristics that are targeted by
federal on-budget education spending.

ENDNOTES

(1) U.S. Library of Congress, Congressional
Research Service, Public School Expenditure
Disparities: Size, Sources, and Debates over
Their Significance, No. 96–51 EPW by Wayne
Riddle and Liane White, December 19, 1995,
31p.

(2) Indirect financial support is also pro-
vided by the deductibility of state-local in-
come and property taxes from federal tax-
able income. This provision is not discussed
here. The tax-exempt bond revenue estimate
is based on a 1996 federal revenue loss from
all outstanding bonds of $25 billion (Budget
of the U.S. Government, Analytical Perspec-
tives, Fiscal Year 1998), and assumes the
school share of the outstanding stock of all
state-local bonds is equal to the school share
(14.7 percent) of new-issue state-local bonds
issued in 1996. A small amount of tax credit
bonds are also available for school districts
with high concentrations of students receiv-
ing free lunch.

(3) U.S. General Accounting Office, School
Facilities: America’s Schools Not Designed
or Equipped for 21st Century, GAO/HEHS–95–
95, April 4, 1995; and GAO, School Facilities:
Condition of America’s Schools, GAO/HEHS–
95–61, February 1, 1995.

(4) For an example, see Commission to Pro-
mote Investment in America’s Infrastruc-
ture, Financing the Future: Report of the
Commission to Promote Investment in
America’s Infrastructure, February 1993.

(5) The question of whether these proposed
increased federal subsidies represent an im-
provement in economic efficiency is com-
plex. The answer depends in part upon the
extent to which returns from elementary and
secondary education accrue to society rather
than the individual and how widely these
‘‘external’’ benefits spill beyond state bor-
ders.

(6) Since the federal government pays 100
percent of the interest cost on tax credit
bonds, arbitrage earnings would be 6.75 per-
cent, not the 0.75 percent for tax-exempt
bonds.

(7) Some have suggested the efficiencies in
such public/private partnerships may be suf-
ficiently great that school districts could re-
duce costs even if they used taxable debt.
Ronald D. Utt, How Public-Private Partner-
ships Can Facilitate Public School Construc-
tion, Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No.
1257, February 25, 1999.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E.
MANNING

Bill Manning has been President of the Red
Clay Consolidated School District Board of
Education (Delaware’s second largest school
district) for nine years. An attorney by
trade, Mr. Manning has been among Dela-
ware’s leaders in proposing and imple-
menting a variety of educational reforms:
public school choice, charter school legisla-
tion and rigorous academic standards state-
wide. Red Clay is currently the only district
in Delaware to have reached an agreement
with its teachers association pursuant to
which Red Clay teachers will be evaluated
based on student performance. Among other
recognitions, Mr. Manning was honored, in
October, 1998, as one of the nation’s ‘‘unsung
heroes’’ in education reform by the Center
for Education Reform in Washington, DC.

Demographically, Red Clay is a composite
of all cross sections of Delaware and Amer-
ica. It has both affluent areas and poverty
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stricken areas; suburban and city. Red Clay
students speak a variety of native languages,
including a large component of Spanish-
speaking children.

Red Clay’s capital assets are probably typ-
ical of those found throughout America. No
new schools have been built for more than 30
years and existing schools require repair and
renovation. After one unsuccessful attempt,
Red Clay received referendum approval both
to make the most needed repairs to its build-
ings and invest in technology. That capital
program, however, is much smaller than Red
Clay would prefer, and new schools and ren-
ovations remain critical.
STATEMENT REGARDING THE FEDERAL ROLE IN

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

I don’t want to begin my testimony by as-
suming that the federal government should
have any role at all in public education. In-
deed, many of those in the education reform
community believe that the federal govern-
ment should diminish, rather than increase,
its role in public education. Let me give you
one good reason why that is so. With all of
the talk regarding education reform these
days, one particular notion is being identi-
fied as having preeminent importance: ‘‘ac-
countability.’’ Indeed, it is acquiring
buzzword status. Presidents, members of
Congress, governors and school board mem-
bers all over the country are talking about
the importance of accountability and they
are all correct. However, to the extent that
you shift the locus of decision making from
the school to the district to the state to the
federal level, the more you have diminished
the chances that those responsible for deliv-
ering educational services can be held ac-
countable for their successes or failures. Put
another way, if I am a school administrator
and I can point to burdensome and inappro-
priate federal regulations as the reason for
my failure to provide adequate facilities, I
will.

All of that leads me to bring two messages
today: (1) Don’t do anything at all and, if
you have loose change rattling around in the
federal coffers, send it back to those who
gave it to you in the first place. (2) If you
must do something, make good on all the
promises of local autonomy and flexibility
that inevitably accompany all such pro-
grams. Don’t let the public educational es-
tablishment claim that: ‘‘But for this federal
regulation or that federal guideline, we could
have done the job.’’

If you detect a note of cynicism about fed-
eral promises for local autonomy and flexi-
bility, you are correct. That cynicism, how-
ever, is justified as we out in the states hear
more and more about some of the proposals
before you. For example, I understand that
the President’s proposal wants to encourage
capital spending by school districts that
would not have been possible without such
financial assistance. Therefore, as a cri-
terion for eligibility, one would not be sur-
prised to see the Department of Education
require an applicant to make some sort of
showing that its proposed capital expendi-
ture would not otherwise happen.

One imagines several responses to such a
rule. First, the ‘‘green eyeshade guys’’ that
exist within each school district will now
slow down some projects, testing the polit-
ical waters each day to see whether in-
creased federal funding is soon to be avail-
able. After all, to move forward with capital
projects at this time may be to render them
ineligible at a later time. Thus, the games
begin. Second, what is so wrong with pro-
viding assistance to a district that has al-
ready decided to ‘‘bite the bullet’’ and ignore
other priorities in order to make capital re-
pairs? It seems to me that this particular
element of the President’s proposal removes,

rather than creates, incentive for local re-
sponsibility.

To take another example, one who is read-
ing about the President’s current proposal
comes away with the sense that there will be
significant means-testing within the eligi-
bility criteria. I certainly hope, on behalf of
my school district, that I will be able to use
whatever capital assistance the federal gov-
ernment decides to give me anywhere in my
district—whether it be in downtown Wil-
mington or out in the suburbs.

Please understand that any federal rules
and regulations accompanying any new fed-
eral financial assistance will apply on top of
a host of other regulations already imposed
at the state level. Indeed, as I indicated, this
hotchpot of regulations imposed upon local
school districts at the state level already
gives the establishment enough places to
hide from true accountability as it is. It is
almost inconceivable that a new regime of
federal requirements would not be, in some
ways, inconsistent with a body of regula-
tions that, in my view, is already too large.
Thus, the prospect of time wasted and
projects left undone because of conflicts be-
tween federal and state regulation grows
with every new federal program. Please
make any program that results from the pro-
posals before you serve as a testament that
the federal government can, if it wants to,
render meaningful assistance without cre-
ating matching unnecessary burdens.

Let me close with a few specific sugges-
tions. First, I believe, as do many of you,
that charter schools are already improving
the educational landscape by offering vari-
ety, quality and single-school focus to those
who previously had to pay to get those
things. That’s the good news. The bad news
is that charter schools are still regarded by
the educational establishment in some quar-
ters as the enemy. Thus, the organization
that owns our school buildings is sometimes
stingy with them when it comes to housing
charter schools. Nor do the funding formulae
in many state charter school bills provide
adequate capital—as opposed to operating—
assistance to charter schools. In that envi-
ronment, it would be particularly fitting if
the federal government took special care to
ensure that our new charter schools were
well housed. Please don’t overlook them.

As you review the variety of proposals be-
fore you, I suggest that you carefully review
those that would render assistance to local
school districts needing capital assistance
and simultaneously reduce federal ‘‘red
tape.’’ In Delaware, for example, we have
several lending institutions that are mem-
bers of the Federal Home Loan Bank—one of
the Nation’s few triple A rated institutions.
If these lenders could offer the Federal Home
Loan Bank’s credit to support bond-financed
school construction projects, then the cost of
debt—even tax exempt debt—would go down.
However, for reasons that appear only to
have historical significance, Federal Home
Loan Banks are not permitted, under Sec-
tion 149 of the Internal Revenue Code, to pro-
vide such credit enhancement. Nor does it
appear that those federal (and former fed-
eral) instrumentalities that are so author-
ized by Section 149 (Federal Housing Admin-
istration, Veteran’s Administration, Fannie
Mae, Freddie Mac, Ginnie Mae and Sallie
Mae) are actually in the business of assisting
school financing. Thus, Section 149 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code should be amended to
permit Federal Home Loan Banks to sell
credit enhancement products—at least in the
area of school construction finance if not all
projects eligible for tax exempt financing.

I appreciate the opportunity to share my
thoughts with the Committee. I realize that
my plea to send those tax revenues that
might otherwise have been spent by the fed-

eral government back to the taxpayers re-
quires that Congress ignore the political
head of steam building over this issue. So, if
the federal government decides it wants or
needs to play a role in building schools,
please do it in a way that leaves school board
members like me, as well as the administra-
tors and teachers who we employ, exposed to
the consequences of our failure, if that be
the case, to do our job and deliver a quality
education to each of our students.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield the
remainder of my time.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by Senator ROBB. During consid-
eration of S. 1134, the Affordable Edu-
cation Act last year in the Finance
committee, I joined my colleague in of-
fering a similar amendment during the
markup. Regrettably, that amendment
was not adopted.

Under the Robb amendment, an allo-
cation of $24.8 billion in bonds would be
authorized to permit states and local
school districts, over the next 5 years,
to issue bonds to modernize and ren-
ovate approximately 6,000 schools.
Sixty-five percent of the bond author-
ity would be allocated to states based
on their title I allocation, and 35 per-
cent to the 100 school districts with the
largest number of low-income students.
Additionally, $1.3 billion would be au-
thorized for a new grant and zero-inter-
est loan program to fund the most ur-
gent school repair needs in local
schools. There is also $400 million set
aside for Bureau of Indian Affairs
schools.

Today we are considering our first
major education measure of the 21st
century. It is critical that we weigh
carefully the direction of that edu-
cation policy. What should our prior-
ities be as we enter the 21st century?
How should we allocate our limited
Federal resources in education? How do
we respond to growing concerns about
the digital divide, and what is the role
of education in that debate?

Under S. 1134, the major provision of
the bill would expand tax-free expendi-
tures from the current higher edu-
cation individual retirement account
to permit student expenses for elemen-
tary and secondary education including
private, parochial, or public education.
S. 1134 would increase the limit on the
annual contribution for an education
IRA for a four-year period (2000-2003) to
$2,000.

Expenses authorized for IRA expendi-
tures would include traditional ex-
penses including tuition, books, sup-
plies, computer equipment, tutoring
services, as well as student expenses
for room, board, transportation and
supplementary items. Additionally, S.
1134 makes a number of important
changes, which I support, in prepaid
tuition plans, employer-provided edu-
cational assistance, and student loan
interest deduction.

There is no question, of the merits of
encouraging families to save to meet
the educational needs of their children.
Education IRA’s are one way to en-
courage this savings, and we know it
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has been very helpful to families plan-
ning for higher education expenses. As
we debate this legislation, however, it
is critical that we define our national
education priorities, and allocate our
limited Federal resources to meet
those objectives. Does an expansion of
education IRA’s respond to our na-
tional education priorities? Does the
allocation of limited Federal resources
for education IRA’s respond to the edu-
cation needs of our children into the
21st century?

In the past 5 years, a number of very
respected organizations have alerted us
to the critical elementary and sec-
ondary school infrastructure needs. In
1995, the GAO reported that $112 billion
was needed to bring the nation’s
schools into good overall condition.
The report cited that one-third of
schools—about 25,000—were in need of
extensive repairs. More recently, the
National Center for Education Statis-
tics released a report stating that the
average public school in America is 42
years old. Many of these schools are
also lagging in technology infrastruc-
ture and their effort to connect to the
Internet.

I know the need for repairs in our
schools is great from my visits to
North Dakota schools and conversa-
tions with educators, and state offi-
cials. North Dakota State Super-
intendent of Schools, Wayne Sanstead,
informed me last year during consider-
ation of the markup of S. 1134, that
costs associated with school mod-
ernization in the North Dakota would
exceed $420 million. 88 percent of
schools reported need to upgrade or re-
pair facilities, and 62 percent reported
unsatisfactory environmental condi-
tions.

I ask unanimous consent Mr. Presi-
dent, that a letter from the N.D. De-
partment of Public Instruction which
outlines the critical school infrastruc-
ture needs in North Dakota be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. CONRAD. It is critical that we

ask whether an expansion of education
IRA’s for elementary and secondary
education expenses is the best use of
our limited Federal education dollars
and responds to our national education
priorities. We need to examine who will
benefit from this IRA expansion as op-
posed to who will benefit from meeting
school infrastructure needs.

According to the Department of
Treasury, 70 percent of the proposed
education IRA benefit would go to 20
percent of all taxpayers. Higher income
families would derive the most benefit.
Many families with incomes less than
$55,000 would receive little benefit. Ad-
ditionally, according to the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, the average an-
nual benefit for children attending pri-
vate and parochial schools would be
limited to approximately $37.

On the other hand, 90 percent of our
children attend public schools, and

public school enrollments are increas-
ing. According to the National Council
on Education Statistics, a record 52.7
million children are enrolled in public
schools, and that number is expected to
increase to 54.3 million by 2008. It is es-
timated that at least 2,400 new school
facilities will be needed to meet this
student enrollment increase. Studies
also show that building conditions and
overcrowding in school facilities are
linked to student achievement.

There is no question where our edu-
cation resources should be directed. Al-
though it is important to encourage
families to save for their children’s
education, we have a more urgent need
to ensure that a majority of our chil-
dren have the best educational environ-
ment for learning. Regrettably, that is
not the case in too many of our local
school districts. Local school districts
face many challenges in school mod-
ernization efforts. Interest payments
on bonds are already a major expense
for local taxpayers. Additionally, tax-
payers are burdened with many un-
funded Federal mandates and it be-
comes difficult to finance new con-
struction or repairs through an expan-
sion of bond authority. Also, many of
our rural communities across the na-
tion, including North Dakota, are expe-
riencing declining enrollments in local
school districts leaving many of these
smaller, rural schools with more lim-
ited education resources, and very lim-
ited ability to undertake bond initia-
tives.

It is clear where Federal support for
education should be directed. The im-
portance of school modernization is un-
derscored by the emphasis on tech-
nology in our economy in the 21st cen-
tury. Information technology will play
a key role in our continued economic
growth. The condition of our public
school facilities, including technology
infrastructure and the ability to con-
nect to the Internet, is critical in sus-
taining our current economic growth.
It is also important in ensuring that
our children are equipped to enter the
job markets in the 21st century, and
able to benefit from the extraordinary
growth that we have experienced in re-
cent years.

School modernization is critical for
our children’s success, and should be
one of our key national education pri-
orities as we enter the 21st century.
Local communities cannot face the
task of funding the necessary school
building and technology infrastructure
improvements on their own. They ur-
gently need our help. I strongly urge
my colleagues to vote in support of the
amendment offered by Senator ROBB.

EXHIBIT 1

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
Bismarck, ND, March 2, 1999.

Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: I am writing this

as a follow-up to our recent conversation
concerning the Senate Finance Committee’s
plans to conduct hearings regarding funding
for school modernization.

I am attaching the executive summary of a
school facilities inventory completed by the
Department of Public Instruction with as-
sistance from the Barton Malow Company.
The study was done in the fall of 1994 and the
report was issued in January of 1995.

While some school construction has taken
place since that time there is no reason to
believe that the basic assumptions outlined
in the executive summary about North Da-
kota’s needs for school building renovation
and upgrading have changed significantly.
As the executive summary indicates the
total projected costs to bring North Dakota’s
453 public school facilities up to state-of-the-
art facilities would be approximately $420
million or nearly one million dollars per
building.

Our small rural North Dakota school dis-
tricts in particular have extensive and po-
tentially expensive school renovation needs
which have been consistently deferred be-
cause of budget constraints due to fluctua-
tions of our agricultural economy and the
impacts of significant declining enrollment
which further erodes school districts funding
base.

Even in those few circumstances where
some of these rural districts consider con-
solidation school renovation would still be
needed. In fact, consolidation that appears to
be required in some rural areas to sustain
school programs will in turn require con-
struction of updated larger facilities to ac-
commodate consolidation enrollments.
Clearly, North Dakota, and in this case, es-
pecially rural North Dakota would benefit
from federal financial assistance for school
renovation and construction.

In addition, North Dakota’s Native Amer-
ican reservation schools are in some cases in
desperate need of renovation and upgrading.
While they have access to some funding
through other federal programs, our experi-
ence is that the money available through
those programs is not adequate and not
available in a timely fashion. These districts
would also benefit from a general federal in-
fusion in the area of school construction and
renovation.

In sum, I am encouraged and strongly sup-
port your efforts to pursue this source of
funding to help our hard-pressed agricultural
areas. If I can provide further information or
be of advocacy assistance in this congres-
sional effort please do not hesitate to con-
tact me at any time.

I look forward to visiting with you and
your staff when I once again preside over
Council of Chief State School Officers Legis-
lative Committee deliberations on March 15
and 16.

With best wishes,
Dr. WAYNE G. SANSTEAD,

State Superintendent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I wish to
address a couple of the issues raised by
my distinguished colleague from Dela-
ware. One of the issues the Senator
from Delaware suggested was that this
creates a whole new bureaucracy. But
with all due respect, it does not create
a whole new bureaucracy. States only
have to keep a tally on how much
bonding authority they have used.
That is it. That is not a whole new bu-
reaucracy.

Talking about the concern about as-
sessments and making additional as-
sessments, the truth is that most of
the States have already made those as-
sessments. So we are not talking about
any additional burden.
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When we talk about the QZAB as not

having been used, 94 school districts in
15 States have utilized the QZAB, and
that, indeed, is the model upon which
these school modernization bonds are
featured. We are not talking about an
untested bill.

With respect to the number of stu-
dents that we are trying to help under
the circumstances, currently we have
52.7 million students in America’s
schools. In 8 years, that total will
climb to 54.3 million students in our
schools. We are talking about a signifi-
cant increase in the number of stu-
dents at the same time we are trying
to decrease the number of students in
individual classes. We know the schools
are getting older and older, with the
average age of the schools in this coun-
try today being 42 years old. We have a
pressing, urgent problem.

With all due respect to my distin-
guished colleague from Delaware, I
would recommend a visit to a number
of the schools because the schools in
many cases are in desperate need of in-
frastructure repair. And this is de-
signed to provide Federal assistance in
ways that do not get involved in local
school control. I recognize and respect
that particular feature.

This is simply designed to assess the
financing of those greatly needed im-
provements, which I believe the Sen-
ator from Delaware and any other Sen-
ator in this Chamber will find if they
visit the schools in their districts.
They are old and getting older, and we
can’t meet the reduction in class size.
The school population is increasing.
Most of the children we are talking
about for the years 2007 and 2008 are al-
ready born. We know the numbers. We
have to be able to respond to the need.
This is a way to do it without inter-
fering with local control.

The basic difference between the two
of us is whether or not we ought to put
public moneys into private education
or whether as stewards of the public
purse we have a responsibility to make
sure we fund public education first.

I respectfully request that my col-
leagues support this particular meas-
ure and stand up for the students and
the future of education in America.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, let me re-

mind my colleagues that we have al-
ready considered and rejected the
President’s school construction pro-
posal in the past. In 1998, in connection
with an education tax bill, Senator
Moseley-Braun offered the President’s
package, and it was defeated by a vote
of 56–42. Last year, my distinguished
colleague, Senator ROBB, offered this
school construction plan, and it was
defeated 55–45.

We all agree on the need for well-
built and well-maintained schools.
There is no one in this body who wants
our children to learn in a substandard
learning environment. But the evi-
dence shows the States are stepping up

and meeting the challenge of providing
schools for their students. We should
not create a new Federal program that
injects the Federal bureaucracy into
additional State and local controls.
For these reasons, I oppose the amend-
ment, and I move to table it.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge

the Senate to support of Senator
ROBB’s amendment to provide funding
for rebuilding and modernizing the na-
tion’s schools. The Coverdell bill does
nothing for crumbling schools.

Schools, communities, and govern-
ments at every level have to do more
to improve student achievement.
Schools need smaller classes, particu-
larly in the early grades. They need
stronger parent involvement. They
need well-trained teachers in the class-
room who keep up with current devel-
opments in their field and the best
teaching practices. They need after-
school instruction for students who
need extra help, and after-school pro-
grams to engage students in construc-
tive activities. They need safe, modern
facilities with up-to-date technology.

But, all of these reforms will be un-
dermined if facilities are inadequate.
Sending children to dilapidated, over-
crowded facilities sends a message to
these children. It tells them they don’t
matter. No CEO would tolerate a leaky
ceiling in the board room, and no
teacher should have to tolerate it in
the classroom. We need to do all we can
to ensure that children are learning in
safe, modern buildings.

Nearly one third of all public schools
are more than 50 years old. 14 million
children in a third of the nation’s
schools are learning in substandard
buildings. Half of all schools have at
least one unsatisfactory environmental
condition. The problems with ailing
school buildings aren’t the problems of
the inner city alone. They exist in al-
most every community, urban, rural,
or suburban.

In addition to modernizing and ren-
ovating dilapidated schools, large num-
bers of communities across the country
need to build new schools, in order to
keep pace with rising enrollments and
to reduce class sizes. Elementary and
secondary school enrollments have
reached an all-time high again this
year of 53.2 million students, and will
continue to rise over the next ten
years. The number will increase by
324,000 in 2000, by another 282,000 in
2001, by still another 250,000 in 2002, and
continue on an upward trend in the fol-
lowing years.

Last year, the Senate heard testi-
mony from a student in Clifton, Vir-
ginia whose high school is so over-
crowded that fights often break out in
the overflowing halls. The problem is
called ‘‘Hall Rage,’’ and it’s analogous
to ‘‘Road Rage’’ on crowded highways.

The violence in the hallways is bad
enough. But it’s even worse, because
it’s difficult for teachers to teach when
students are distracted by the chaos in
the hallways and outside the class-
rooms.

The Department of Education esti-
mates that 2,400 new public schools will
be needed by 2003 to accommodate ris-
ing enrollments. The General Account-
ing Office estimates that it will cost
communities $112 billion to repair and
modernize the nation’s schools. Con-
gress should lend a helping hand and do
all we can to help schools and commu-
nities across the country meet this
challenge.

In Massachusetts, 41 percent of
schools report that at least one build-
ing needs extensive repairs or should be
replaced. 80 percent of schools report at
lest one unsatisfactory environmental
factor. 48 percent have inadequate
heating, ventilation, or air condi-
tioning. And 36 percent report inad-
equate plumbing systems.

In Detroit, over half—150 of the 263—
school buildings were built before 1930.
Their average age is 61 years old, and
some date to the 1800’s. Detroit esti-
mates that the city has $5 billion in
unmet repair and new construction
needs. Detroit voters recently approved
a $1.5 billion, 15-year school construc-
tion program, but it’s not enough.

In an elementary school in Mont-
gomery, Alabama, a ceiling which had
been damaged by leaking water col-
lapsed only 40 minutes after the chil-
dren had left for the day.

At Cresthaven Elementary School in
Silver Spring, Maryland, a second-
grade reading class has to squeeze
through a narrow corridor with a sink
on one side into a space about 14 ft.
wide by 15 ft. long. The area used to be
a janitor’s office, and the teacher has
no place to sit.

Schools across the country are strug-
gling to meet needs such as these, but
they can’t do it alone. The federal gov-
ernment should join with state and
local governments and community or-
ganizations to guarantee that all chil-
dren have the opportunity for a good
education in safe and up-to-date school
buildings. The Robb amendment is an
excellent start on this high priorities,
and I urge the Senate to approve it.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I oppose
this amendment offered by Senator
ROBB today to the Affordable Edu-
cation Act which would remove the
provision of the bill to expand the use
of educational individual retirement
accounts for elementary and secondary
education expenses, and instead expand
incentives for the construction and
renovation of our nation’s public
schools.

While I understand the overwhelming
need for additional resources to help
repair and rebuild crumbling schools
across the United States, this amend-
ment would strip the legislation of its
very admirable intent to assist parents
in saving scarce resources for a child’s
elementary and secondary schooling
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years. Parents should have the ability
to make decisions about their own
child’s education, particularly in the
early, formative years, as they do with
higher education. I believe that the
education savings accounts for elemen-
tary and secondary education are a
step in the right direction in helping
families to make these often difficult
decisions about the education of their
child.

This vote on the Robb amendment is
a particularly difficult one for me to
cast because I, too, am extremely con-
cerned about the dilapidated state of
our nation’s schools. My home state of
West Virginia has a school renovation
and construction need in excess of $1.2
billion, and the nation a need totaling
more than $250 billion. Mr. President,
this is alarming! Our nation’s schools
are in disrepair and provide a less-
than-appealing workplace for our stu-
dents and faculties. They lack the
basic infrastructure to allow our stu-
dents to become ‘‘ready’’ for the age of
technology, and many ill-equipped
schools deny students the opportunity
to engage in meaningful laboratory ex-
periences in the sciences. Some schools
are overcrowded, and many have be-
come small communities of portable
classrooms.

Mr. President, it is my hope that the
Senate will revisit this important issue
of funding for school construction in a
context that would not pit one good
initiative against another.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the motion to table amendment
No. 2861. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 42, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 17 Leg.]

YEAS—57

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi

Feingold
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar

Mack
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—42

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry

Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb

Rockefeller
Sarbanes

Schumer
Specter

Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

McCain

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.
Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,

under a previous order, it is my under-
standing we will now go to the amend-
ment of Senator ABRAHAM of Michigan;
am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
AMENDMENT NO. 2825

(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to expand the deduction for
computer donations to schools and to
allow a tax credit for donated computers,
and for other purposes)
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that amendment
No. 2825 be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objectiohn, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRA-

HAM], for himself, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. REID, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs.
BOXER, and Mr. TORRICELLI, proposes an
amendment numbered 2825.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. ll. EXPANSION OF DEDUCTION FOR COM-
PUTER DONATIONS TO SCHOOLS.

(a) EXTENSION OF AGE OF ELIGIBLE COM-
PUTERS.—Section 170(e)(6)(B)(ii) (defining
qualified elementary or secondary edu-
cational contribution) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘2 years’’ and inserting ‘‘3 years’’.

(b) REACQUIRED COMPUTERS ELIGIBLE FOR
DONATION.—Section 170(e)(6)(B)(iii) (defining
qualified elementary or secondary edu-
cational contribution) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘, the person from whom the donor re-
acquires the property,’’ after ‘‘the donor’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made in taxable years ending after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. ll. CREDIT FOR COMPUTER DONATIONS

TO SCHOOLS AND SENIOR CENTERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness related credits) is amended by adding at
the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 45D. CREDIT FOR COMPUTER DONATIONS

TO SCHOOLS AND SENIOR CENTERS.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-
tion 38, the computer donation credit deter-
mined under this section is an amount equal
to 30 percent of the qualified computer con-
tributions made by the taxpayer during the
taxable year as determined after the applica-
tion of section 170(e)(6)(A).

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED COMPUTER CONTRIBUTION.—
For purposes of this section, the term ‘quali-
fied computer contribution’ has the meaning
given the term ‘qualified elementary or sec-
ondary educational contribution’ by section
170(e)(6)(B), except that—

‘‘(1) such term shall include the contribu-
tion of a computer (as defined in section
168(i)(2)(B)(ii)) only if computer software (as
defined in section 197(e)(3)(B)) that serves as
a computer operating system has been law-
fully installed in such computer, and

‘‘(2) notwithstanding clauses (i) and (iv) of
section 170(e)(6)(B), such term shall include
the contribution of computer technology or
equipment to multipurpose senior centers (as
defined in section 102(35) of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3002(35)) described
in section 501(c)(3) and exempt from tax
under section 501(a) to be used by individuals
who have attained 60 years of age to improve
job skills in computers.

‘‘(c) INCREASED PERCENTAGE FOR CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO ENTITIES IN EMPOWERMENT ZONES,
ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES, AND INDIAN RES-
ERVATIONS.—In the case of a qualified com-
puter contribution to an entity located in an
empowerment zone or enterprise community
designated under section 1391 or an Indian
reservation (as defined in section 168(j)(6)),
subsection (a) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘50 percent’ for ‘30 percent’.

‘‘(d) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—
For purposes of this section, rules similar to
the rules of paragraphs (1) and (2) of section
41(f) shall apply.

‘‘(e) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning on or after
the date which is 3 years after the date of the
enactment of the øNew Millennium Class-
rooms Act¿.’’

(b) CURRENT YEAR BUSINESS CREDIT CAL-
CULATION.—Section 38(b) (relating to current
year business credit) is amended by striking
‘‘plus’’ at the end of paragraph (11), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (12)
and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, and by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(13) the computer donation credit deter-
mined under section 45D(a).’’

(c) DISALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION BY
AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—Section 280C (relating
to certain expenses for which credits are al-
lowable) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(d) CREDIT FOR COMPUTER DONATIONS.—No
deduction shall be allowed for that portion of
the qualified computer contributions (as de-
fined in section 45D(b)) made during the tax-
able year that is equal to the amount of
credit determined for the taxable year under
section 45D(a). In the case of a corporation
which is a member of a controlled group of
corporations (within the meaning of section
52(a)) or a trade or business which is treated
as being under common control with other
trades or businesses (within the meaning of
section 52(b)), this subsection shall be ap-
plied under rules prescribed by the Secretary
similar to the rules applicable under sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 52.’’

(d) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Subsection
(d) of section 39 (relating to carryback and
carryforward of unused credits) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(9) NO CARRYBACK OF COMPUTER DONATION
CREDIT BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—No amount
of unused business credit available under
section 45D may be carried back to a taxable
year beginning on or before the date of the
enactment of this paragraph.’’

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 45C the
following:

‘‘Sec. 45D. Credit for computer donations to
schools and senior centers.’’
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(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions made in taxable years beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the
Senator from Michigan begins the de-
bate, I ask unanimous consent to add
Senators DASCHLE, REID, SCHUMER,
INOUYE, WYDEN, DURBIN, JOHN KERRY,
DORGAN, BOXER, and TORRICELLI. We
appreciate the work of the Senator
from Michigan but also the work prod-
uct of the Democrats who have been in-
volved in this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
comment to my colleague from Ne-
vada, I appreciate the interest and sup-
port and efforts of all the Members he
mentioned and those who previously
were supporters of this legislation
when it was introduced as a free-
standing bill. I hope very much to ulti-
mately succeed in bringing this legisla-
tion to final successful completion.

First, prior to a discussion on the
amendment, I express my strong sup-
port for the Affordable Education Act
and compliment Senator COVERDELL
for his hard work on this effort. At a
time when the new high-tech economy
demands greater skills from our work-
ers, our educational system is failing
in its duty to provide enough of these
skills.

At a time when the Department of
Labor figures project our economy will
produce more than 1.3 million informa-
tion technology jobs over the next 10
years, our universities will produce, at
least at the current pace, less than
one-quarter of that number of grad-
uates in related fields.

At a time when we enjoy a critical
competitive edge in high tech, we are
not giving our own children the skills
they need to succeed in the high-tech
economy, at least not, in my judgment,
at an adequate level. We need to ad-
dress that, and this amendment, in a
small way, attempts to do so.

One crucial problem concerns the
skyrocketing cost of education. Ac-
cording to the College Board, the aver-
age annual cost for tuition, room, and
board at a public university is now
$7,472. At a private college, it is a
whopping $19,213 per year.

If costs continue rising as they have
been, a 4-year college education will
cost $75,000 at a public university and
$250,000 at a private college by the time
the average newborn begins attending
in the year 2016.

The Affordable Education Act ad-
dresses this problem through practical,
pragmatic reforms. I will not detail all
of those at this time. Obviously, the
proponents of the legislation have been
doing an excellent job of outlining
what this bill accomplishes.

I firmly believe the continuing
growth and prosperity in America de-
pends on continuing affordability of
higher education. It is my firm belief
we must do more, particularly in the
area of closing what is regularly ref-

erenced as the digital divide between
the digital haves and the digital have-
nots.

The amendment I have offered is the
full text of my New Millennium Class-
rooms Act, legislation I have been pur-
suing for some time in this body. In ad-
dition to the cosponsors who were just
added, our bill, S. 542, includes the sup-
port of Senators WYDEN, COVERDELL,
DASCHLE, HATCH, HARKIN, MCCONNELL,
HOLLINGS, BURNS, BOXER, HELMS,
BINGAMAN, KERREY, BENNETT,
LIEBERMAN, and ASHCROFT, just to
name a few of its Senate sponsors. I
ask unanimous consent the entire list
of cosponsors be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows

COSPONSORS (30)
Senators: Allard, Ashcroft, Bennett, Binga-

man, Bond, Boxer, Burns, Campbell, Coch-
ran, Collins, Coverdell, Crapo, Daschle, Gor-
ton, Grams, Hagel, Harkin, Hatch, Helms,
Hollings, Hutchison, Jeffords, Johnson,
Kerrey, Lieberman, McConnell, Santorum,
Smith of Oregon, Warner, Wyden.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, on
July 29 of last year, the Senate unani-
mously adopted this amendment to the
tax reduction bill. I urge the Senate to
do so again today.

This amendment aims to address our
shortage of skilled high-tech workers
by addressing the shortage of com-
puters and computer training in our
schools.

Advanced technology has fueled un-
precedented economic growth and
transformed the way Americans do
business and communicate with each
other.

Despite these gains, however, this
same technology is just beginning to
have an impact on our classrooms and
how we educate our children. Thirty-
two percent of our public schools have
only one classroom with access to the
Internet.

It is imperative that we act now to
provide our Nation’s students with the
training they need to succeed in tomor-
row’s high-tech workplace.

The Department of Education rec-
ommends there be at least one com-
puter for every five students. Accord-
ing to the Education Testing Service,
in 1997 there was only one computer for
every 24 students on average. Not only
are our classrooms sadly under-
equipped, but the equipment they have
is often obsolete, often incapable, for
example, of accessing the Internet.

One of the more common computers
in our schools today is the Apple IIc, a
computer so archaic that it is now on
display at the Smithsonian.

While this technological deficiency
affects all of our schools, the students
who are in the most need are receiving
the least amount of computer instruc-
tion and exposure. According to the
Secretary of Education, 75.9 percent of
households with an annual income over
$75,000 have computers, compared to
only 11 percent of households with in-
comes under $10,000.

This disparity exists when comparing
households with the Internet access as
well. While 42 percent of families with
annual incomes over $75,000 have online
capability, only 10 percent of families
with incomes of $25,000 or less have the
same capability.

Rural areas and inner cities fall
below the national average for house-
holds that have computers. Nation-
wide, 40.8 percent of white households
have computers, while only 19 percent
of African American and Hispanic
households do. This disparity, unfortu-
nately, is increasing, not decreasing.
This unfortunate trend is not confined
simply to individual households; it is
present in our schools as well.

The Educational Testing Service sta-
tistics show schools with 81 percent or
more economically disadvantaged stu-
dents have only one multimedia com-
puter for every 32 students, while a
school with 20 percent or fewer eco-
nomically disadvantaged students will
have a multimedia computer for every
22 students.

That is a difference of 10 students per
computer. Furthermore, schools with
90 percent or more minority students
have only one multimedia computer
for every 30 students. This is simply
unacceptable.

It points up the importance of secur-
ing additional computers for use in our
schools. Our schools should be great
educational equalizers, providing re-
sources and training to everyone, re-
gardless of their race, class, or rural or
urban location so all of our kids can
succeed.

To achieve this end, our amendment
expands the parameters of the existing
tax deduction for computer deductions.
It will also add a tax credit.

Specifically, it will do the following:
First, it will allow a tax credit equal to
30 percent of the fair market value of
the donated computer equipment. An
increased tax credit provides a greater
incentive for companies to donate com-
puter technology and equipment to
schools. This includes computers, pe-
ripheral equipment, software, and fiber
optic cable related to computer use.

Second, it will expand the current
age limit on donated computers to in-
clude equipment 3 years old or less.
Many companies do not update their
equipment within the existing 2-year
period that currently is required for
qualification for the existing tax de-
ductions.

Yet 3-year-old computers equipped
with Pentium-based or equivalent
chips have the processing power, mem-
ory, and graphics capabilities to pro-
vide sufficient Internet and multi-
media access and run any necessary
software.

Third, the current limitation on
original use will be expanded to include
original equipment manufacturers or
any corporation that reacquires the
equipment. By expanding the number
of donors eligible for the tax credit, the
number of computers available will in-
crease as well.
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Lastly, it would implement enhanced

tax credits equal to 50 percent of the
fair market value of equipment do-
nated to schools located within des-
ignated empowerment zones, enterprise
communities, and Indian reservations.

Doubling the amount of the tax cred-
its for donations made to schools in
economically distressed areas will in-
crease the availability of computers to
the children who need it most.

Bringing our classrooms into the 21st
century will require a major national
investment.

According to a Rand Institute study,
it will cost $15 billion, or $300 per stu-
dent, to provide American schools with
the technology needed to educate our
young people; the primary cost being
the purchase and installation of com-
puter equipment.

At a time when the Government is
planning to spend $2.25 billion to wire
schools and libraries to the Internet,
the demand for this sophisticated hard-
ware will be even greater.

Meanwhile, the Detwiler Foundation
estimates that if just 10 percent of the
computers that are taken out of serv-
ice each year were donated to schools,
the national ratio of students-to-com-
puters would be brought to 5 to 1 or
less. This would meet, or even exceed,
the ratio recommended by the Depart-
ment of Education.

This amendment will provide power-
ful tax incentives for American busi-
nesses to donate top quality high-tech
equipment to our Nation’s classrooms.
And it will do so without unduly in-
creasing Federal Government expendi-
tures or creating yet another Federal
program or department.

Encouraging private investment and
involvement, this act will keep control
where it belongs—with the teachers,
the parents, and the students.

At the same time, all our children
will have an equal chance at suc-
ceeding in the new technological mil-
lennium.

In my mind, these are laudable goals,
goals we must attain if we are going to
provide the kind of future our children
deserve.

In closing, I am hopeful our col-
leagues will uniformly join in support
of this legislation. It seems to me, as I
travel around my State and go into
classrooms, there are a lot of places in
Michigan—and I suspect in all the
other States—where just a little bit
more equipment would allow for more
students to get the kind of high-tech
training they need.

How do we match up a situation
where, literally across this country, we
have schools that do not have enough
computer equipment, and we have
countless businesses and enterprises
that have used equipment they don’t
know what to do with? Can’t we find a
way? In my judgment, this legislation
is the way.

If we pass this legislation, I think we
will provide a major incentive to merge
the used surplus computers that exist
in the private sector with the needs of

our schools. In doing so, we will pro-
vide more students with access to the
technology they need to have in order
to be able to pursue the jobs of the new
century.

I offer this amendment for my col-
leagues’ consideration. I appreciate the
attention of the Chamber.

I yield the floor.
Mr. WYDEN. I am pleased to join

today with my colleague from Michi-
gan, Senator ABRAHAM, to offer the
New Millennium Classrooms Act as an
amendment to the Education Savings
Account legislation. This is an issue on
which he and I have worked for several
years now.

The New Millennium Classrooms Act
is about digital recycling. It gives com-
panies an incentive to recycle tech-
nology. It says the computer Bill Gates
may see as a dinosaur, is really a dy-
namic new opportunity for a student
who has none.

The E-Rate program, authored by
Senators ROCKEFELLER and SNOWE, has
been an enormous success, helping to
wire almost all of the nation’s schools
and a good portion of the nation’s
classrooms. What schools need now is
good equipment. That’s the purpose of
this amendment.

We know that very early in this new
Century 60% of all jobs will require
high-tech computer skills. To prepare
our children for the jobs of the future,
they not only must have access to
technology, but they must be trained
to use it as well.

The purpose of our amendment is to
build more bridges between the tech-
nology ‘‘haves’’ and the ‘‘have nots;’’ to
build more on-ramps to the informa-
tion superhighway. You can’t get 21st
Century classrooms, using Flintstones
technology.

Technology is not cheap and school
budgets are limited, making it tough
for schools to upgrade their systems by
themselves. The point of our amend-
ment is to enhance existing incentives
to businesses to donate computer
equipment to schools.

There is a federal program in place,
the 21st Century Classroom Act of 1997,
but its use has been limited. It allows
businesses to take a tax deduction for
certain computer equipment donations
to K–12 schools. But most businesses
take longer to upgrade their computers
than allowed for under the law.

The New Millennium Classrooms Act
would make this law work the way it
was intended. First, our legislation
would increase the age limit from two
to three years for donated equipment
eligible for a tax credit. This more re-
alistically tracks the time line busi-
nesses follow for their computer up-
grades. It will cover hardware that pos-
sesses the necessary memory capacity
and graphics capability to support
Internet and multimedia applications.

Second, our bill expands the current
limitation of ‘‘original use’’ to include
both original equipment manufacturers
and any corporation that reacquires
their equipment. We believe that by ex-

panding the number of donors eligible
for the credit, we will expand the num-
ber of computers donated to schools.

Third, our bill provides for a 30% tax
credit of the fair market value for
school computer donations, and a 50%
credit for donations to schools located
in empowerment zones, enterprise com-
munities and Indian reservations. The
Department of Commerce report high-
lights the need to encourage computer
donation in these notoriously under-
served communities and we want to
target donations toward these commu-
nities.

Finally, our bill requires an oper-
ating system to be included on a do-
nated computer’s hard drive in order to
qualify for the tax credit. This will en-
sure students don’t get empty com-
puter shells, but the brains that drive
the computers.

Our legislation is supported by a wide
range of business and education groups.
Leaders of technology associations,
like the Information Technology Indus-
try Council and TechNet, and the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers
have joined education associations,
such as the National Association of
Secondary School Principals and the
National Association of State Univer-
sity and Land Grant Colleges, in sup-
port of the amendment.

The Digital Millennium Classrooms
Act promotes digital recycling. It will
encourage companies to put their used
computers into classrooms instead of
into landfills. It will help build a safety
net under students trying to cross the
digital divide. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment, and again
wish to commend Senator ABRAHAM for
his leadership on this legislation.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I ask unanimous
consent to add Senator HAGEL as a co-
sponsor to my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Michigan
for his amendment and his work on the
New Millennium Classrooms Act. I
joined him several months ago at a
press conference where he announced
his intentions. I think it is among the

VerDate 16-FEB-2000 02:19 Mar 02, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01MR6.023 pfrm01 PsN: S01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S995March 1, 2000
more well-intended, helpful measures
to deal with the reform and change we
are all seeking in education across
America.

There is a real need to bring more
computers into our classrooms which
is, of course, what the amendment is
designed to do.

Sixty percent of all jobs will require
high-tech computer skills. Yet 32 per-
cent of our public schools have only
one classroom with access to the Inter-
net. It is almost an incongruity, when
you read every day about what is hap-
pening on the Internet and where we
have gotten in terms of access. It real-
ly does point to the digital divide we
all speak of these days.

The change is occurring so quickly,
and the large public educational sys-
tem is not accustomed to it. In fact,
many of us are not accustomed to it.
But legislation such as that offered by
the Senator from Michigan accelerates
the ability of public education to stay
up with high tech.

The Department of Education rec-
ommends that there be at least one
computer for every five students. Yet
according to the Educational Testing
Service, on average, there is only one
multimedia computer for every 24 stu-
dents.

Since the passage of the 21st Century
Classrooms Act of 1997, there has not
been a significant increase in computer
donations due to restrictions on the
age of the donated equipment and the
limitations on donor qualifications.

According to the Detwiler Founda-
tion, a California-based nonprofit orga-
nization dedicated to providing schools
nationwide with quality computers do-
nated by individuals and industry,
there are very few Pentium computers
donated to schools through their orga-
nization. This number has not in-
creased since the passage of the 21st
Century Classrooms Act of 1997. Of
those computers donated, even fewer
qualified for the deduction because of
the restrictions.

According to the Detwiler Founda-
tion, if even just 10 percent of retired
computers each year were donated to
schools, we would easily achieve the
Department of Education’s rec-
ommendation of only five students for
every one computer. The current de-
duction is not enough to offset the
costs of the donation.

Without the addition of the tax cred-
it, the high costs associated with the
transport and installation of the com-
puter equipment cancel out the current
tax benefit.

The new millennium classrooms
amendment addresses these restric-
tions without unduly increasing Fed-
eral Government expenditures or cre-
ating yet another Federal program or
department. It encourages private in-
vestment and involvement and keeps
control with the teachers, the parents,
and the students. At a time when the
Government is planning to spend $1.2
billion to wire schools and libraries to
the Internet, the demand for this so-

phisticated equipment and technology
will be greater than ever.

This amendment increases the age
limit for eligible computers from 2 to 3
years; will allow computer manufactur-
ers to donate equipment returned to
them through trade-in and leasing pro-
grams; allows a 30-percent tax credit
for qualified computer donations; al-
lows a 50-percent tax credit for quali-
fied computer donations to schools lo-
cated within empowerment zones, en-
terprise communities and Indian res-
ervations; requires that the donated
computer must include an operating
system.

Increasing the amount of the tax
credits for donations made to schools
in economically distressed areas will
increase the availability of computers
to the children who need it most. Edu-
cational Testing Service statistics
show that schools with 81 percent or
more economically disadvantaged stu-
dents have only one multimedia com-
puter for every 32 students, while a
school with 20 percent or fewer eco-
nomically disadvantaged students will
have a multimedia computer for every
22 students. Again, the divide is a most
dangerous thing for us to contemplate
in education in America.

Public schools with a high minority
enrollment had a smaller percentage of
instructional rooms with Internet ac-
cess than public schools with a low mi-
nority enrollment.

This bill is not another targeted tax
break. Broad-based tax relief and re-
form efforts should work to lower tax
rates across the board while continuing
to retain and improve upon the core
tax incentives for education, home
ownership, and charitable contribu-
tions. The new millennium classrooms
amendment expands the parameters
and, thus, the effectiveness of an al-
ready existing education and charity
tax incentive, one which will effec-
tively bring top-of-the-line technology
into all of our schools.

The 21st Century Classrooms Act tax
deduction expires this year. It is imper-
ative we act now to ensure that all our
children have access to quality com-
puter technology.

Again, I commend the Senator from
Michigan and his cosponsors. This is,
indeed, a most appropriate piece of leg-
islation that will do great good in our
education system.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will withhold that for a second, we
have two Senators who are on their
way to speak. The minority leader is
on his way to speak on this issue, and
Senator WYDEN, who is a cosponsor of
the amendment, is in the House and is
also on his way back. They should both
be here momentarily.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, my
estimate is that maybe in the next 15
minutes or so——

Mr. REID. I think it would probably
be closer to 11:30 because both have
prepared remarks.

Mr. COVERDELL. I know Senators
are trying to plan their day. It is useful
to clarify, even though we are not ab-
solutely certain. The Senator thinks
their statements are such that the next
vote might occur at or about 11:30?

Mr. REID. I think that is probably
when it will be.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise
in support of this amendment and ap-
plaud the authors. I am very hopeful
that we can get good bipartisan sup-
port for this legislation, in large meas-
ure because it is exactly what we need
to be doing right now, if, indeed, we are
serious when we say we want more
technology in schools.

I can’t think of a better way to en-
courage more technology in schools
than to ensure that companies are able
to use the incentives that are there to
maximize the opportunities for schools
to acquire the kinds of hardware and
software they need to fully equip every
school across the country.

As I travel throughout South Da-
kota, it is with great pride that super-
intendents and principals will show me
their computer room. They will show
me how computer literate their stu-
dents are. They show me how inte-
grated technology is now becoming in
schools. But the one consistent lament
they have is that they just don’t have
the resources to ensure that they can
acquire the equipment or, in a timely
way, replace that equipment, knowing
it is going to be outdated in 3 years,
knowing they are going to be faced
with the same budgetary decisions
once again in a very short period of
time. There is a longer life for acquir-
ing sports equipment, books, desks, or
almost anything else related to
schools. The timeframe within which
the technology becomes outdated, as
we all know, is extremely short.

So this amendment is simply de-
signed to acknowledge that fact—to ac-
knowledge the fact that schools des-
perately need this technology and all
of the equipment associated with it.
They need to have the assurance that
once they have acquired this tech-
nology, they are going to continue to
get it in the future. This relatively
minor tax incentive, from the perspec-
tive of a budgetary impact, will have
profound consequences with respect to
its effect on companies and the incen-
tive it will create, and with its effect
on what can happen in schools if we
pass it.

Mr. President, I applaud Senators
WYDEN, BAUCUS, ABRAHAM, and others
for their effort to make this issue the
prominent one it is with this debate on
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how we might improve our educational
opportunities. As I say, I think that as
we look at the next 10 or 20 years, one
of the biggest challenges schools are
going to face—whether they are rural
or urban, private or public—will be the
insurmountable task of technology ac-
quisition. I do hope they can overcome
the fiscal challenges they all face.
Whether or not they do, in part, will be
dependent upon whether or not some-
thing as simple as this can be passed,
creating an incentive that will ulti-
mately provide companies with more
reasons to support schools in their ef-
fort to acquire technology.

That is what this amendment is all
about. It deserves our support. I am
sure it will have our support, and I am
sure it may not be the last word on
what it is we need to do with regard to
technology acquisition. But it is a good
beginning. I applaud my colleagues—
especially Senators WYDEN and BAU-
CUS—for all their efforts in bringing it
to this point. I urge its passage.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the vote
in relation to the Abraham amendment
and with respect to the Bingaman ac-
countability amendment be postponed
to occur at 1 p.m. today. I further ask
that no second-degree amendments be
in order to either amendment prior to
the votes and the time between now
and 1 p.m. be equally divided for debate
of both amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Many Senators
thought we would be voting at about
11, so they need to pay particular at-
tention to this change.

I thank the Chair.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, what

is the business before the Senate?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

HUTCHINSON). There is an order for the
Senator’s amendment and the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan to
be debated concurrently, with a vote to
occur at 1 o’clock.

AMENDMENT NO. 2863

(Purpose: To ensure accountability in pro-
grams for disadvantaged children and pro-
vide funds to turn around failing schools)
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I

send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-
MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2863.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike section 101 and insert the following:

‘‘SEC. 101 FUNDS FOR ACCOUNTABILITY AND
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT.

‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$275,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

‘‘(b) NATIONAL ACTIVITIES.—From the
amount appropriated for any fiscal year
under subsection (a), the Secretary of Edu-
cation (‘the Secretary’) may reserve not
more than 3 percent to conduct evaluations
and studies, collect data, and carry out other
activities relevant to sections 1116 and 1117
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (hereafter in this section referred
to as ‘‘the ESEA’’).

‘‘(c) ALLOCATIONS TO STATES.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate the amount appro-
priated for any fiscal year under subsection
(a) and not reserved under subsection (b)
among the States in the same proportion in
which funds are allocated among the States
under part A of title I of the ESEA.

‘‘(d) STATE USE OF FUNDS.—(1) IN GEN-
ERAL.—Each State educational agency shall
use funds received under subsection (c) to—

‘‘(A) make allotments under paragraph (2);
and

‘‘(B) carry out its responsibilities under
sections 1116 and 1117 of the ESEA, including
establishing and supporting the State edu-
cational agency’s statewide system of tech-
nical assistance and support for local edu-
cational agencies.

‘‘(2) ALLOTMENTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational
agency shall allot at least 70 percent of the
amount received under this section to local
educational agencies in the State.

‘‘(B) PRIORITIES.—In making allotments
under this paragraph, the State educational
agency shall—

‘‘(i) give first priority to schools and local
educational agencies with schools identified
for corrective action under section 1116(c)(5)
of the ESEA; and

‘‘(ii) give second priority to schools and
local educational agencies with other
schools identified for school improvement
under section 1116(c)(1) of the ESEA.

‘‘(e) LOCAL USE OF FUNDS.—.
‘‘(1) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Each local edu-

cational agency receiving an allotment
under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) shall use the al-
lotment to carry out effective corrective ac-
tion in the schools identified for corrective
action.

‘‘(2) SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT.—Each local edu-
cational agency receiving an allotment
under subsection (d)(2)(B)(ii) shall use the al-
lotment to achieve substantial improvement
in the performance of the schools identified
for school improvement.’’

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
introducing this amendment to strike
the part of the bill that provides the
tax savings because I think there is a
better use for that amount of funding.
I am proposing an alternative use for
that funding that I urge my colleagues
to seriously consider.

My amendment strikes the part of
the bill that provides the average fam-
ily with a very small tax savings, and
there are various estimates as to what
that savings would be. Essentially, as I
understand it, the Joint Tax Com-
mittee says the average benefit per

child in public school would be some-
thing like $3 in 2001 and $4.50 in 2002.

I think it is clear, regardless of the
precise number, that these are not tax
savings that are going to help any
child in this country get a better edu-
cation. So my thought is that rather
than do that with the funds we are ex-
pending through this bill—or proposing
to expend—we use the money to pro-
vide crucial funds to turn around the
failing public schools.

Public schools are where over 90 per-
cent of our children are educated. I
grew up in Silver City, NM where, if
you want to go to school, you go to
public school. That is the way it has al-
ways been, to my knowledge. It is
going to be that way for some time. We
need to be sure the schools that are not
adequately training young people and
educating young people get the assist-
ance, the resources, the oversight, and
the accountability they need in order
to move ahead and solve that problem.

Let me talk a little bit more about
the bill that is presently pending and
then talk about my own amendment.
The Joint Tax Committee did this
analysis of the Coverdell proposal and
indicated that it would, in their view,
disproportionately help families with
children already in private schools.
Eighty-three percent of families with
children in private schools would use
this account, but only 28 percent of
families in public schools would make
use of it.

Essentially, the proposal is a way of
diverting funds that are otherwise pub-
lic funds into the private schools, at a
time when we all recognize that the
public schools have inadequate funds to
do the job we are calling upon them to
do.

Also, the pending Coverdell bill we
are trying to amend has no mecha-
nisms in it to ensure accountability of
the use of the funds we are talking
about. The bill does nothing to improve
teacher quality. It does nothing to pro-
vide safe and modern environments for
learning. It does nothing to raise aca-
demic standards or to impose upon the
public schools or bring them to more
accountability in the expenditure of
the funds.

I believe we need to use Federal funds
on initiatives that make a difference in
our public schools. That is what my
amendment intended to do.

The relevant section of the Coverdell
bill costs the public an average of $275
million a year for the next 5 years.
That is the cost to the taxpayers. I be-
lieve we can use that $275 million each
year to ensure that higher standards
and accountability are implemented
throughout our public schools. We have
made some progress in implementing
higher standards.

Most States have adopted or are in
the process of adopting statewide
standards. This is due in part to the
fact that Federal law applicable to the
program for disadvantaged students
—that is title I—requires that stand-
ards be adopted. Although States have
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adopted standards, many States and
districts have not had sufficient funds
to ensure the accountability for meet-
ing those standards they have set or to
provide adequate resources to the
schools that are failing to meet the
standards. I think dedicating specific
funds to this purpose is necessary in
order to create the rewards and the
penalties that will allow schools to be
held accountable for the improvement
in student performance.

The Federal Government directs over
$8 billion in Federal funds to provide
support programs through title I. But
the accountability provisions in title I
have not been adequately implemented
because they haven’t had the resources
to do it at the State level, primarily.

Title I authorizes State school sup-
port teams to provide support for
schoolwide programs to provide assist-
ance to schools that are in need of im-
provement through activities such as
professional developments for the
teachers in those schools, and identi-
fying resources for changing the way
the instruction is provided.

In 1998, only eight States requiring
these school support teams have been
able to serve the majority of the
schools that they have been identified
as needing improvement. Less than
half the schools identified as being in
the need of improvement in the school
year of 1997–1998 reported that having
been designated as a school needing
improvement actually got some profes-
sional development to accomplish that
improvement.

Schools and school districts need ad-
ditional support and resources in order
to address the weaknesses that we
identify. They need that support and
those resources quickly after those
weaknesses are identified. They need to
be able to promote an intensive range
of interventions, continuously assess
the results of those interventions, and
to implement some incentives for im-
provement.

The National Governors’ Association
asked us to provide funds for the pur-
pose this amendment tries to address.

I have a letter that came to me last
October when this same issue came be-
fore us in the Senate. I offered an
amendment at that time which was not
successful but which I believe had
merit then, and I believe it has merit
now.

Let me make it very clear so there is
no misunderstanding. At that time, I
was not proposing to strike the tax
proposal that Senator COVERDELL
brought forward and substitute this in
its stead. The Governors were not re-
sponding to that specific striking as-
pect of my amendment of today, but
they were talking about the need to
have additional funds to ensure ac-
countability and to ensure the imple-
mentation of these higher standards by
the schools that are failing.

The amendment I am offering would
provide $275 million to help improve
failing schools. The money would be
used to ensure the States and school

districts have the necessary resources
to implement the corrective action
provisions of title I by providing imme-
diate, intensive interventions to turn
around low-performing schools.

Let me read part of this letter so
that folks know what the Governors
are saying. It is a letter to me by Mr.
Raymond Scheppach, who is the execu-
tive director of the National Gov-
ernors’ Association.

It says:
On behalf of the Nation’s Governors, I

write to express our strong support for your
amendment to provide States with addi-
tional funds to help turn around schools that
are failing to provide quality education for
title I students.

That is what we are trying to do
today.

He says further:
As you know, under current law, States are

permitted to reserve one-half of one percent
of their title I monies to administer the title
I program and provide schools with addi-
tional assistance. However, this small set
aside—this is one-half of one percent—does
not provide the States with sufficient funds
to improve the quality of title I schools. A
recent study by the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation noted the ‘‘capacity of State school
support teams to assist schools in need of
improvement of title I is a major concern.’’
The programs authorized to fund such im-
provement efforts have not been funded. As a
result, States have been unable to provide
such services.

Then he goes on to various other
points but essentially says:

Your amendment would provide such fund-
ing. Therefore, NGA supports your amend-
ment and will urge other Senators to support
the adoption of it.

Let me make it very clear to people
again. This was a letter related to an
amendment to direct funds at account-
ability in the expenditure of public
funds and help these failing schools. It
does not include the proposal I am
making today as well to strike the
Coverdell amendment and substitute
this instead as a better use of that
money.

But the types of interventions the
States and school districts could pro-
vide under these funds are things which
I think we would all recognize are
needed.

First, purchasing necessary mate-
rials, up-to-date textbooks, cur-
riculum, technology.

I think we all encounter cir-
cumstances where teachers, school ad-
ministrators, and students tell us
about how they have outdated text-
books and inadequate lab materials or
whatever in order to really pursue
their studies as they would like to.

These funds could be used for that.
They could be used for providing inten-
sive, ongoing teacher training.

That clearly is a need, and I think it
is a recognized need in the teaching
profession.

The people who talk to me about the
importance of more teacher training
are the teachers. So this is not an at-
tack on our public school teachers.
This is a recognition that we need to
do more to help them constantly stay

abreast of the new developments in
teaching and do a better job.

Third, this would provide access to
distance learning.

We have the amendment that was
talked about just prior to the amend-
ment I am discussing about technology
in our schools. All of us recognize there
is a great opportunity, particularly in
rural communities, to make better use
of teacher learning.

This past weekend, I was in some
communities in my State where there
are very small high schools. I was in
Eunice, NM; I was in Jal, NM. Those
are communities with very small high
schools. Frankly, they are not able to
offer all of the courses they would like
to offer for their students. They have
the opportunity through distance
learning, through the Internet, through
interactive television, and through a
variety of technologies to provide
courses to some of their students even
though they may not have a teacher in
that school who is qualified to teach
that course. We need to be sure the
funds are there to do that. This amend-
ment would help provide those funds.

These funds must be used to extend
learning time for students—afterschool
programs, Saturday programs, and
summer school—to help them catch up
and perform at least at grade level and,
hopefully, better than grade level.

These funds could be used to provide
rewards to low-performing schools that
show significant progress, including
cash awards or other incentives such
as, in particular, release time for
teachers to prepare for the next school
year or whatever.

Also, these funds could be used for in-
tensive technical assistance from
teams of experts outside the schools to
help develop and implement school im-
provement plans in failing schools.

These teams would determine the
causes of low performance—for exam-
ple, low expectations, outdated cur-
riculum, poorly trained teachers, and
unsafe conditions. They would assist in
implementing research-based models
for improvement.

I am persuaded there are today re-
search-based whole school reform pro-
grams that have been developed that
can dramatically improve the perform-
ance of our elementary schools. I have
become most familiar with one which
is called Success for All. There are oth-
ers that are also showing very good re-
sults.

This Success for All program was de-
veloped at Johns Hopkins University.
Bob Slavin was the key researcher who
worked on it. This is a proven early
grade reading program. It also covers
other subjects. The core subject which
most schools have adopted and are fo-
cused on is the reading. This is a pro-
gram which, if implemented properly,
can ensure substantial results. We have
50 elementary schools in New Mexico
that are presently using this Success
for All program and the results are im-
pressive. At the end of the first grade,
Success for All schools have averaged
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reading scores almost 3 months ahead
of those in other control schools where
that program has not been imple-
mented.

This amendment will not address all
the issues of our schools. I believe sin-
cerely that it is a positive step for-
ward. It will be a more meaningful step
forward in improving the educational
quality in America than this alter-
native of providing a $5 a year, or
whatever the right number is, tax ben-
efit to the average American.

Clearly, we all want to see our
schools improved.

Senator REED is on the floor and
wishes to speak for a moment on this
and then I understand Senator ROTH
has an amendment he wishes to offer.

I ask for the yeas and nays on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island, Mr. REED.
Mr. REED. Mr. President, first, I will

speak with respect to Senator BINGA-
MAN’s amendment. Let me commend
the Senator for his efforts not only
today but throughout his career in the
Senate to ensure that accountability is
a central part of Federal educational
legislation.

Senator BINGAMAN, in 1994, was one of
the leaders in this body with respect to
the issue of accountability. At that
time, I was serving in the other body.
Together we worked at the conference
on accountability provisions in the 1994
reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. As a result
of the efforts of Senator BINGAMAN and
others, we were able, for the first time,
to begin to focus significant attention
on the issue of accountability. In fact,
the 1994 reauthorization, together with
Goals 2000 legislation, accelerated and
encouraged a movement throughout
the States to develop standards. Prac-
tically every State in the country
today has standards.

We now have the opportunity to
begin measuring how well schools are
doing. That is at the heart, I believe, of
Senator BINGAMAN’s approach today.
We need not only to measure how well
they are doing but then hold States
and localities accountable for those re-
sults.

What has happened in the last sev-
eral years is that the States have not
had the resources to fully exploit the
opportunities to measure schools
against standards and then improve
those schools. Half of the schools in the
country that are problematic, accord-
ing to State standards, have not been
able to have access to teams of im-
provement; they have not had access to
the support they need to make them-
selves better. In addition, they have
not had access to the professional de-
velopment which they need to enhance
the capabilities of their teachers. All of
these efforts together suggest the
American people’s money would be best

spent by devoting time and attention
to accountability.

Again, I think the approach that the
Senator from New Mexico is taking is
exactly on target. As we spend $8 bil-
lion a year on title I, we should insist
that the States live up to their respon-
sibility to use these funds wisely as
measured by the performance of their
students. The best way we can do that
is to give them the resources and,
again, the impetus to take stock of
their schools and then to apply correc-
tive measures, remedial measures.

They have not been able to do that. I
don’t believe it is because they don’t
want to do it; I believe it is because
they have not been able to find the re-
sources to carry out this mission. Sen-
ator BINGAMAN’s amendment would
give them access to these resources. It
will give them access not in a restric-
tive way but in a very open-ended way
so they can pick and choose the best
device to use in their particular school
to ensure that school performance im-
proves. That, again, is why I believe we
are all here.

We have a special obligation at the
national level to assist, particularly,
low-income schools. Regrettably and
unfortunately, many of the low-per-
forming schools are low-income
schools. Therefore, this effort to help
support States to identify low-per-
forming schools and to bring them up
to the standards of the State is en-
tirely consistent with the purpose of
Federal legislation, which is to assist
low-income students to have access to
the opportunities that more affluent
students and their families take for
granted.

I believe what the Senator is pro-
posing is entirely consistent with what
we should be about, but also it will go
to the heart of leveraging all of our
programs and all the State programs to
ensure we accomplish the ultimate
goal that lies before the Senate of en-
suring that every child in this country
has access to excellent public edu-
cation.

Coincidentally, both Senator BINGA-
MAN and I and others today are begin-
ning the markup in committee of the
reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. We will be
pursuing these issues within the con-
text of that legislation. Today, when
we have a bill in this Chamber that
purports to be a way to assist edu-
cation, elementary and secondary edu-
cation, in the United States, we have
to seize this opportunity to point out
that the heart of our efforts has to be
the reinforcement of what we have al-
ready begun years ago, which is to de-
velop within the States the capacity to
evaluate their schools based upon their
standards and then to intervene suc-
cessfully to fix these schools.

Before we go on to more attenuated
means to help education in the United
States—such as tax credits and other
proposals—we have a primary responsi-
bility and, today, an opportunity to do
what we started to do in 1994 to give

the States the resources, further incen-
tives to evaluate their schools, identify
the schools that are failing, to step in
with their choice of intervention strat-
egies, and to fix the schools in Amer-
ica.

There are over 8,000 schools in this
country that are not meeting State
standards. Those figures come from our
Department of Education. What is pre-
venting the States and the localities
from stepping in right now? There
might be a host of issues, but one thing
we can do to accelerate that interven-
tion is to support the Bingaman
amendment, to give them resources
and give them the clarion call to step
in and fix the schools so we can de-
clare—as I hope we can at the end of
this debate and certainly I hope at the
end of the debate on the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act—that we
are not only committed but we are on
a path to ensure that every school in
this country is providing every Amer-
ican child with the opportunity to suc-
ceed. Every public school in this coun-
try is doing that.

I commend the Senator and I thank
him for yielding time to me. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume off of
the Abraham amendment debate time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I intend to
offer a substitute amendment to S. 1134
later today. The underlying bill was re-
ported out of the Finance Committee
almost 1 year ago, in May 1999. My sub-
stitute amendment makes some impor-
tant and necessary policy changes that
were not done before—because of budg-
et constraints 1 year ago. My amend-
ment also updates the bill to account
for the passage of time.

When the committee originally con-
sidered this education bill, we were op-
erating under last year’s budget sce-
nario. Since that time, the surplus
numbers have increased dramatically.
In today’s economic environment, I be-
lieve that it is appropriate to use the
surplus to provide education tax incen-
tives for American families. Through
their hard work, the American people
created these favorable economic con-
ditions and the resulting budget sur-
plus. They should be entitled to take
some of that surplus back.

We should not have to raise taxes to
offset these much needed education tax
incentives. My amendment makes this
legislation a true tax cut relief bill for
education. With a growing Federal sur-
plus created by their tax dollars, Amer-
icans should not be taxed again to pay
for a national priority.

Accordingly, my substitute amend-
ment strikes all of the revenue raisers
in S. 1134. The cost of my amendment
is but a small percentage of the pro-
jected budget surplus over the next 10
years.

Now let me explain some of the sub-
stantive changes that I make in the
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substitute amendment. First, the un-
derlying bill increases the maximum
contribution amount for an Education
IRA from $500 per year to $2,000 per
year. The underlying bill also allows
contributions to an Education IRA to
be used for kindergarten through high
school education expenses. These are
both important and needed changes.
But the underlying bill sunsets both of
those benefits after the year 2003. That
is not good policy. Accordingly, my bill
removes the sunset—it makes perma-
nent both the increase in the contribu-
tion limit and the flexibility in the use
of the accounts.

Planning and saving for college
should take place as early as possible.
To help families make those important
decisions, they need to know how much
money they can put away and for what
it can be used. Having provisions that
sunset—and thus need to be renewed by
Congress—takes away from that cer-
tainty. We need to make saving for col-
lege easier and more certain—not com-
plex and uncertain.

I can easily see why a family would
not want to take their hard earned sav-
ings and put them in a program where
the terms could change in a few years.
My amendment helps to solve that
problem. We should not sunset our fu-
ture—the education of our children.

Education IRAs are extremely impor-
tant for a few reasons. First, they help
families afford the escalating costs of
higher education. The increase to $2,000
will make these accounts more attrac-
tive to families who want to use them
and to institutions who want to offer
them. Second, the existence of an edu-
cation IRA gives an additional push to
a student to attend college. Last
month, the Senate Governmental Af-
fairs Committee held a hearing on the
rising cost of college tuition. One of
the witnesses was Dr. Caroline M.
Hoxby, an associate professor of eco-
nomics at Harvard University.

Commenting on the behavioral incen-
tives of an Education IRA, Dr. Hoxby
noted that for an eighth grader, there
is something different about knowing
that there is money being put away for
your college education and that you
will lose it and the opportunity to go
to college if you do not continue to do
well. It makes sense that a child who is
aware that there is a fund being built
up for his or her future education
would think longer and harder about
going to college.

My amendment also fixes a trap for
the unwary. Under current law, a stu-
dent who takes a distribution from an
Education IRA is not able to use the
HOPE or Lifetime Learning Credit—
even if different education expenses are
allocated for the different tax benefits.
Again, this is not right. We are pro-
viding these education tax incentives
to families because they need them. We
should not hold them out there—mak-
ing people believe that they are avail-
able—and then take them away. Be-
cause of revenue constraints, the origi-
nal Finance Committee bill fixed this

coordination only for a few years. My
amendment makes the coordination
permanent, and makes sure that fami-
lies continue to receive the full bene-
fits from all these tax benefits.

My amendment also makes the tax-
free treatment of employer-provided
educational assistance permanent. In
last year’s Extenders bill, Congress ex-
tended the current tax-free treatment
for a few years. That was the right
move, but it did not go far enough.
First, something as important and nec-
essary as continuing education should
not be wrapped up in the uncertainty
of extenders legislation. Workers and
companies need to plan ahead, and
they need to know how these edu-
cational expenses will be treated under
the Tax Code. Second, we should re-
institute the exclusion for graduate
education expenses. Especially in to-
day’s dynamic economy—which is
marked by high technology and inno-
vation—it is important that workers
have access to graduate education. My
amendment recognizes that fact, and
so it makes permanent tax-free treat-
ment of employer-provided educational
assistance for both undergraduate and
graduate level courses.

Finally, my amendment updates the
Finance Committee bill by changing
the effective dates of the provisions.
They would all be effective beginning
in the year 2001. I should also note that
my amendment takes into account the
Senate’s adoption of the Collins
amendment yesterday—and so will in-
clude that amendment as well as any
others that have been adopted.

Why are the permanent provisions in
my amendment so important? Some
Senators have tried to rationalize their
opposition to this bill by claiming that
it would not do enough to advance edu-
cation. My amendment guarantees that
this is simply not true.

My amendment would allow parents
to contribute up to $2,000 annually to-
ward their child’s education—from the
day of birth to the first day of college.

That is just $5.48 a day or $38.46 a
week. That may not seem like a lot
but, like a train, it may start slowly
but it is very powerful. It will gain
speed. It is a savings express to college.

By putting their child on the savings
express, after 18 years when that child
is ready to go to college, the parents
will have $65,200, and that just assumes
a 6 percent rate of interest—the rate on
a Government security. Of course,
other investments could yield even
more, but a U.S. Government security
is the safest in the world.

So parents would have at least $65,200
toward their child’s education. $29,000
of that would be solely due to the
power of compounding interest. And
every cent of that $29,000 would be tax-
free—it would go straight into edu-
cation.

Maybe that still does not seem like a
lot to some folks, but it sure seems
like a lot to parents who are struggling
today to insure college for their chil-
dren tomorrow.

The average annual cost of college—
tuition, room, and fees—in 1997–1998,
was $9,536. At the University of Dela-
ware, it is $9,984 for this school year.
So the national average total cost is
roughly $10,000 per year or $40,000 for
the cost of a college education.

My amendment before us today will
cover this. It will give parents and stu-
dents peace of mind.

My amendment is a powerful incen-
tive to save. It is an engine. It is the
engine that can pull a long train of
savings—and dreams.

Like the Little Engine that Could,
my amendment makes this legislation
the Education Savings Plan that Will.
Parents and children getting on this
savings train, will get off at college to
a better future.

I am amazed that some people are
trying to overlook the train and just
see the caboose. I promise you the
American people are not. America has
waited for this college savings plan for
3 years. This legislation brings it home
today. It is time the President got on
board.

The measures in this bill are an im-
portant step forward. My amendment
will not only take us another step for-
ward but keep us on a permanent track
to prosperity.

I urge my colleagues to join in a bi-
partisan effort to make education af-
fordable for American families.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GRAMS). Who yields time? The Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
how much time remains on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 46 minutes; the minority has
33 minutes remaining.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
want to speak briefly to the Bingaman
amendment.

First, I associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from Delaware.
The Senator talked about the train
that could and the train that will, but
it will not if we adopt the Bingaman
amendment because the Bingaman
amendment neuters, makes moot, the
education IRA, the education savings
account. He takes the funding that is
in the bill that is before us and shifts it
to the Department of Education. It
may be a rational goal or not; that can
be debated. The bottom line is that ev-
erything Senator ROTH of Delaware has
just spoken to would be moot. All the
advantages, the accumulation of funds
that will allow families to more effec-
tively deal with college costs or edu-
cational costs in general will dis-
appear, end, be over, no train.

This is about the third attempt from
the other side to bring ‘‘an apple pie
goal’’ and use it as a tactic to defund
educational savings accounts.

With regard to the Bingaman amend-
ment and its issues of accountability,
of course those are rightfully being dis-
cussed in the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act which is in com-
mittee. It is being jump-started in a
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very confrontational way in that the
very essence of everything we have
been talking about for the better part
of 2 weeks would be moot if we allowed
the funding that allows the creation of
family education savings accounts to
be shifted over to the Department of
Education and all that bureaucratic
morass in the name of a good goal.

Certainly, accountability is some-
thing for which we all strive. I do think
we ought to remember that account-
ability in schools is primarily the re-
sponsibility of the State governments.
Currently, of all the education funds
available in America, some 13 percent
are now provided by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

What is interesting is about 50 to 60
percent of the administrative overhead
and regulations and those things that
bog down principals and superintend-
ents and teachers is a Federal man-
date. We send off a check for 13 per-
cent, but we demand about a 50-percent
overhead on what all those local
schools have to do.

We will be voting a little bit later on
the Robb amendment which, of course,
does the same thing. It creates a na-
tional school construction program,
and if my colleagues read through the
amendment, they will see it is going to
take a building of lawyers to under-
stand all the requirements and man-
dates.

I wanted to make the point that on
the Bingaman amendment and, for that
matter, the Robb amendment, both
have the effect of defunding and mak-
ing impossible the creation of the edu-
cation savings account.

I will take a few more minutes to re-
mind everybody that by Government
predictions and estimates, the edu-
cation savings account we are pro-
posing will affect 14 million American
families who are educating 20 million
children. Because they are setting up
this education savings account, they
will invest—these are the American
families—$12 billion over the next 10
years to be used to help their children
for educational purposes.

So every time we confront one of
these amendments that removes the
funding to establish the education sav-
ings account, we are not only throwing
the idea away, but we are throwing
away $12 billion of volunteered money
that would come from these 14 million
families for their children. It will be
one of the largest infusions of re-
sources we have seen in public-private
education in many years, and the Fed-
eral Government is not having to raise
taxes to do it. They are not having to
appropriate money to do it. We are
simply saying we will allow the inter-
est that will build up in these edu-
cation savings accounts not to be
taxed.

Over a 10-year period, it is a reason-
ably small number of tax revenue that
is forfeited, and it makes the American
public do massive things. Imagine sav-
ing $12 billion for the aid of kids who
are trying to get through school and
college.

I wanted to make it clear that these
amendments, under these ‘‘apple pie’’
titles have the effect of closing down
the idea that we will be opening an
education savings account.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the period
of time that is consumed in the
quorum call be equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing consent agreement be amended to
include a vote in relation to the
Graham amendment and, therefore,
those three votes be postponed to occur
at 2 p.m. today. I further ask unani-
mous consent that no second-degree
amendments be in order to either of
the three amendments prior to the
votes and the time between now and 2
p.m. be equally divided for debate of all
three amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Is there objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, it is my under-
standing the next 2 hours, then, are
evenly divided between the minority
and majority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. COVERDELL. Therefore, Mr.

President, the next votes will occur at
2. The Senate was advised that it would
be at 1 and there would be two votes.
So the change is that we are able to
work another amendment in, and we
will have 3 votes at 2.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

AMENDMENT NO. 2864

(Purpose: To provide funds to assist high-
poverty school districts in meeting their
teaching needs)
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will

be offering an amendment which is en-
titled Transition to Teaching. This
amendment came to my attention as a
result of a series of personal experi-
ences.

One set of those experiences related
to the military and specifically the
U.S. Navy in Pensacola. Several years

ago, facing the downsizing of the mili-
tary and aware that there were going
to be a lot of people with talents, par-
ticularly in areas such as science and
mathematics, who would be looking for
a second career, the U.S. Navy in Pen-
sacola, the State university in Pensa-
cola, and the University of West Flor-
ida formed a partnership. That partner-
ship was to provide training for naval
personnel who were within a few
months or years of their retirement
date so that when they did reach re-
tirement, they would be prepared to go
into the classrooms of America with
full certification and commence a sec-
ond career educating the next genera-
tion of young Americans.

This has been a very successful pro-
gram. It has assisted scores of schools
in my State and many more across the
country. This program has been gen-
erally referred to as the Troops to
Teachers Program.

Last August, I did one of my monthly
workdays at North Marion High School
north of Ocala, FL. There I met a man
by the name of Bill Aradine. Bill teach-
es automobile mechanics at North Mar-
ion. North Marion, as do many schools
in America, every year faces a major
challenge in how to recruit enough
young new teachers to fill the ranks.

We are facing, in the next decade,
something on the order of 2 million
American teachers who are going to re-
tire. These are teachers who largely
came to the classroom in the 1950s and
1960s, are now reaching their retire-
ment period, and are going to create
tremendous demands for new teachers
to fill those ranks. Bill Aradine filled
one of those positions at North Marion
High School.

What is peculiar about Bill is not
just the fact that he is considered to be
an outstanding teacher who motivates
his students and has prepared students
for very good paying jobs upon their
graduation from his automobile me-
chanics program, but what is most pe-
culiar about Bill is the fact that he is
a man who already had a career. The
career was that, at first, he was an
automobile mechanic and then the lead
mechanic of one of the large auto-
mobile dealerships in Marion County,
FL. So when he came to the classroom,
he was a fully mature adult with a lot
of experience in the area he was going
to teach, credibility with the students,
and the ability to be beyond a teacher,
a mentor, a counselor, and the bridge
from the classroom to employment for
his students.

Now, Bill made that transition to the
classroom out of his own grit, his in-
terest in being able to share with
young Floridians what he had learned
in a lifetime of automobile mechanics.
But Bill, unfortunately, is a rarer com-
modity than he should be. We ought to
be encouraging more people at
midcareer to consider the classroom as
their second career. We ought to be fa-
cilitating their ability, as the Navy
and the University of West Florida did,
to get certified so they can move
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seemlessly into the classroom. We
ought to recognize the fact that a stu-
dent at 40 is different than a student at
18, in terms of their class schedule and
their other responsibilities, both fam-
ily and economic; and we ought to try
to make it easier for those Americans
to be able to pursue their desire at a
second career in the classroom.

That is what the transition to teach-
ing legislation intends to do. It focuses
on two of the principal inhibitors to
persons pursuing a second career in
education. The first of those occurs at
the universities. The universities are
very well prepared to train people who
are right out of high school, who don’t
have many family or economic respon-
sibilities, and who, at the age of 22 or
23, will go into the classroom. They are
not so well prepared to deal with the
student who is in their forties, who has
all these responsibilities and has to
have a greater degree of flexibility in
their schedule. As the University of
West Florida found, they had to redo
their curriculum in order to be able to
respond to the needs of the Navy per-
sonnel. I suggest the same thing is
going to be required if we are going to
move the Bill Aradines from a rare ex-
ception to a significant stream of per-
sons coming into the classroom as a
second career. So the first part of our
transition to teaching is focused on the
universities to provide them some
stimulation and resources to com-
mence the process of restructuring
their curriculum so they can be respon-
sive to the needs of the middle-age sec-
ond career student. Second is to pro-
vide stipends to these students while
they are undergoing this process of
change, recognizing that they have
other responsibilities, typically, in
terms of supporting their families and
the other obligations that an adult
would typically have.

So those are the two targets of this
legislation in order to facilitate more
Americans being able to consider a sec-
ond career in education and to be able
to contribute to that 2 million new
teachers that America is going to need
in the next 10 years in order to meet
the tremendous demands that will be
caused by the impending retirements of
many hundreds of thousands of current
teachers.

I will offer, for purposes of consider-
ation as an amendment to the legisla-
tion that is pending before us, an
amendment on which I have been
joined by Senators BINGAMAN and
ROBB, entitled ‘‘Transition to Teach-
ing.’’ I will urge its consideration and
vote at the scheduled time of 2 o’clock.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I now
send my amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM],
for himself, Mr. ROBB and Mr. BINGAMAN,
proposes an amendment numbered 2864.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing:

TITLE ll—TRANSITION TO TEACHING
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Transition
to Teaching Act’’.
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds as follows:
(1) School districts will need to hire more

than 2,000,000 teachers in the next decade.
The need for teachers in the areas of mathe-
matics, science, foreign languages, special
education, and bilingual education, and for
those able to teach in high-poverty school
districts will be particularly high. To meet
this need, talented Americans of all ages
should be recruited to become successful,
qualified teachers.

(2) Nearly 28 percent of teachers of aca-
demic subjects have neither an under-
graduate major nor minor in their main as-
signment fields. This problem is more acute
in high-poverty schools, where the out-of-
field percentage is 39 percent.

(3) The Third International Math and
Science Study (TIMSS) ranked United
States high school seniors last among 16
countries in physics and next to last in
mathematics. It is also evident, mainly from
the TIMSS data, that based on academic
scores, a stronger emphasis needs to be
placed on the academic preparation of our
children in mathematics and science.

(4) One-fourth of high-poverty schools find
it very difficult to fill bilingual teaching po-
sitions, and nearly half of public school
teachers have students in their classrooms
for whom English is a second language.

(5) Many career-changing professionals
with strong content-area skills are inter-
ested in a teaching career, but need assist-
ance in getting the appropriate pedagogical
training and classroom experience.

(6) The Troops to Teachers model has been
highly successful in linking high-quality
teachers to teach in high-poverty districts.
SEC. ll3. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this title is to address the
need of high-poverty school districts for
highly qualified teachers in particular sub-
ject areas, such as mathematics, science, for-
eign languages, bilingual education, and spe-
cial education, needed by those school dis-
tricts, by recruiting, preparing, placing, and
supporting career-changing professionals
who have knowledge and experience that will
help them become such teachers.
SEC. ll4. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is author-
ized to use funds appropriated under sub-
section (b) for each fiscal year to award
grants, contracts, or cooperative agreements
to institutions of higher education and pub-
lic and private nonprofit agencies or organi-
zations to carry out programs authorized by
this title.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this title,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2006.
SEC. ll5. APPLICATION.

Each applicant that desires an award under
section ll4(a) shall submit an application
to the Secretary containing such informa-
tion as the Secretary requires, including—

(1) a description of the target group of ca-
reer-changing professionals upon which the
applicant will focus in carrying out its pro-
gram under this title, including a description
of the characteristics of that target group
that shows how the knowledge and experi-

ence of its members are relevant to meeting
the purpose of this title;

(2) a description of how the applicant will
identify and recruit program participants;

(3) a description of the training that pro-
gram participants will receive and how that
training will relate to their certification as
teachers;

(4) a description of how the applicant will
ensure that program participants are placed
and teach in high-poverty local educational
agencies;

(5) a description of the teacher induction
services (which may be provided through ex-
isting induction programs) the program par-
ticipants will receive throughout at least
their first year of teaching;

(6) a description of how the applicant will
collaborate, as needed, with other institu-
tions, agencies, or organizations to recruit,
train, place, and support program partici-
pants under this title, including evidence of
the commitment of those institutions, agen-
cies, or organizations to the applicant’s pro-
gram;

(7) a description of how the applicant will
evaluate the progress and effectiveness of its
program, including—

(A) the program’s goals and objectives;
(B) the performance indicators the appli-

cant will use to measure the program’s
progress; and

(C) the outcome measures that will be used
to determine the program’s effectiveness;
and

(8) an assurance that the applicant will
provide to the Secretary such information as
the Secretary determines necessary to deter-
mine the overall effectiveness of programs
under this title.
SEC. ll6. USES OF FUNDS AND PERIOD OF

SERVICE.
(a) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Funds under

this title may be used for—
(1) recruiting program participants, includ-

ing informing them of opportunities under
the program and putting them in contact
with other institutions, agencies, or organi-
zations that would train, place, and support
them;

(2) training stipends and other financial in-
centives for program participants, not to ex-
ceed $5,000 per participant;

(3) assisting institutions of higher edu-
cation or other providers of teacher training
to tailor their training to meet the par-
ticular needs of professionals who are chang-
ing their careers to teaching;

(4) placement activities, including identi-
fying high-poverty local educational agen-
cies with a need for the particular skills and
characteristics of the newly trained program
participants and assisting those participants
to obtain employment in those local edu-
cational agencies; and

(5) post-placement induction or support ac-
tivities for program participants.

(b) PERIOD OF SERVICE.—A program partici-
pant in a program under this title who com-
pletes his or her training shall serve in a
high-poverty local educational agency for at
least 3 years.

(c) REPAYMENT.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish such requirements as the Secretary
determines appropriate to ensure that pro-
gram participants who receive a training sti-
pend or other financial incentive under sub-
section (a)(2), but fail to complete their serv-
ice obligation under subsection (b), repay all
or a portion of such stipend or other incen-
tive.
SEC. ll7. EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.

To the extent practicable, the Secretary
shall make awards under this title that sup-
port programs in different geographic re-
gions of the Nation.
SEC. ll8. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
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(1) HIGH-POVERTY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-

CY.—The term ‘‘high-poverty local edu-
cational agency’’ means a local educational
agency in which the percentage of children,
ages 5 through 17, from families below the
poverty level is 20 percent or greater, or the
number of such children exceeds 10,000.

(2) PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS.—The term
‘‘program participants’’ means career-chang-
ing professionals who—

(A) hold at least a baccalaureate degree;
(B) demonstrate interest in, and commit-

ment to, becoming a teacher; and
(C) have knowledge and experience that

are relevant to teaching a high-need subject
area in a high-need local educational agency.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, when I
introduced Transition to Teaching in
October last year, I talked about my
workday with Bill Aradine.

He teaches 150 students, from 9th to
12th grade at North Marion High
School near Ocala, FL.

He teaches auto mechanics, and has
sparked an interest in students that
may lead to rewarding, lucrative, and
challenging careers for them.

But Mr. Aradine brings something
else to his first year in North Marion
High School—eleven years of on-the-
job experience.

He has years of experience in a local
Chevrolet car dealership, and he is
starting a second career in teaching.

The students look at him with a dif-
ferent perspective: When he says that
‘‘you will need to know this to suc-
ceed’’ they know that he knows.

Having just come from the auto-
motive industry, he teaches at the cut-
ting edge.

The information that he brings to his
students is what he was actually doing
in the workplace not that long ago.

Mr. Aradine is also a bridge between
North Marion High students and the
world of employment.

He offers them advice, counsel, and
real-life connections to future jobs.

As Bill Aradine made the mid-career
transition into the teaching profession,
students gained a valuable instructor
and mentor, and North Marion High
School was able to fill a vacancy and
ease its teacher shortage.

Every August and September—an-
other school year begins for thousands
of young Americans.

Almost every year at this time, I
hear from school districts in Florida
about teacher shortages:

Miami-Dade hired 1,700 new teachers
for the 1999 school year, and still had
300 vacancies to fill on the first day of
classes.

Hillsborough County hired 1,493
teachers for the start of the school
year and were still 238 teachers short
when the first class bell rang.

Orange County needed 1,300 teachers
for the new year, and still had 50 va-
cancies several months after school
started.

These concerns will only get worse:
40 percent of current schoolteachers
are over age 50, on the verge of retire-
ment.

Who will be the future role models to
the next generation of Americans?

The importance of having high-qual-
ity teachers, and in sufficient numbers

is crucial when we look at the chal-
lenges facing education in the future.

The American family structure will
change in two key ways: Half of all
children will spend some of their child-
hood in single-parent homes, and are
more likely to live in poverty. And, of
the children who grow up in a nuclear
family, very often both parents will
work, thus are less able to be involved
in a child’s school and schoolwork.

Second, societal expectations for stu-
dents upon graduation will be greater.

In the middle of this century, 20 per-
cent of the jobs needed skilled workers.

At the end of this century, 80 percent
of jobs will need skilled workers.

Thus, the American student will need
to graduate from school better pre-
pared for the hi-tech world than ever
before, but single parent families and
dual-income families, in general, will
face more challenges in being actively
involved in their child’s education.

These challenges, and others, will
face the American educational system.

I rise today to take one step forward
in easing the nationwide teacher short-
age, and offering challenging new op-
portunities for America’s professionals
by introducing the Transition to
Teaching Act of 1999.

Representatives JIM DAVIS of Florida
and TIM ROEMER of Indiana have taken
the lead in the House of Representa-
tives on this issue.

We have a very successful model on
which to build the Transition to Teach-
ing program.

Since 1994, the ‘‘Troops to Teachers’’
program has brought more than 3,000
retired military personnel to our class-
rooms as math, science, and tech-
nology teachers.

Florida schools have the benefit of
more than 270 individuals who have
successfully completed the Troops to
Teachers program, and are bringing
their life-experience to the classroom
today.

Troops to Teachers, and now Transi-
tion to Teaching, overcome two of the
main obstacles that mid-career profes-
sionals face when becoming a teacher.

It streamlines the teaching certifi-
cation process.

It provides money to mid-career pro-
fessionals to become certified.

It’s not impossible to do this now, as
Mr. Aradine has shown, but this legis-
lation will assist with and simplify the
process.

The first issue that is addressed in-
volves teaching colleges within univer-
sities.

They are often set up for traditional
students, in their early-20’s, just start-
ing out in their professional lives.

These programs are generally taken
over a multi-year period as a full-time
college student.

This legislation encourages teaching
colleges to develop curriculum suitable
for an individual who has many years
of work experience.

These programs are more stream-
lined, more flexible in school hours,
and recognize that the professional

brings more life and work experience
than a traditional college student.

By developing such programs, col-
leges can maintain high standards, but
allow a mid-career professional, mak-
ing the change into teaching to become
certified in a more efficient, stream-
lined manner.

Teaching colleges are also asked to
develop programs to maintain contact
with and support for these new teach-
ers during at least their first year in
the classroom.

Second, Transition to Teaching will
assist teachers who come to the profes-
sion in mid-career in a very tangible
way.

Grants will be awarded, up to $5,000
per participant, to offset the costs of
becoming a certified teacher.

In return, the teacher agrees to teach
in low-income schools for three years,
as determined by the percentage of
Title One students in the school popu-
lation.

Thus, two of the biggest obstacles to
becoming a teacher in mid-career are
alleviated by this legislation:

First, the certification process is
streamlined, and second, stipends are
provided to offset the cost of this addi-
tional education.

By expanding the ‘‘Troops to Teach-
ers’’ program into ‘‘Transition to
Teaching,’’ law enforcement, attor-
neys, business leaders, scientists, en-
trepreneurs, and others in the private
sector, should be encouraged to share
their wisdom with students.

This amendment is timely. We are on
the cusp of the retirement of millions
of baby boomers.

By encouraging recent retirees, or
mid-career professionals, to become
certified through Transition to Teach-
ing and spend a few years in the class-
room, we will bring the life skills of ex-
perienced professionals to our youngest
citizens.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Our nation’s children deserve our
best efforts to provide them with a
world class education.

Let me just add an economic compo-
nent to this amendment. This amend-
ment would be in the nature of an au-
thorization. The President has in his
budget an item of $25 million, which
would be the basis of supporting this
program, as well as the current Troops
to Teachers Program.

It is estimated that approximately
half of the persons who would be
trained with that $25 million appro-
priation that has been recommended by
the President would be military per-
sonnel and the other half would be ci-
vilian. As we begin to stabilize the re-
duction of the military, the proportion
of those persons who would be trained
for a second career in the classroom
would probably begin to shift with a
larger number being from the civilian
sector. It is estimated that the cost per
student for this program will be ap-
proximately $3,500 to $4,000 a year for
their training, with the average person
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taking between 1 and 2 years to be
trained to the point they are certified
to go into the classroom.

I believe this is a very reasonable and
prudent investment for America to
make in Americans who have dem-
onstrated their accomplishments in a
first career and are now ready to share
their experiences with American youth
in a second career in the classroom.
This will help to facilitate that transi-
tion to teaching for the 21st century.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask whether the floor is in any kind of
a parliamentary situation at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is controlled and evenly divided until 2
o’clock on the pending amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as if
in morning business for a maximum of
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I mention
to the Senator that in the context of
these amendments that his side has in-
vited Senator WELLSTONE to come to
begin his amendment. If that were to
come about, we would need to try to
accommodate it. If the Senator would
help us with that, I see no problem.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would be
pleased to do that.

Mr. COVERDELL. I have no objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

GUN CONTROL

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
none of us can possibly ignore what
took place yesterday in Michigan. An-
other child killed by gunfire. Every-
where across the country we see chil-
dren killing children. And then we see
members of the immediate family their
faces contorted by sadness. Anyone
who has a child or grandchild has to be
dismayed and upset by these tragedies.

I am fortunate enough to have seven
grandchildren, the oldest of whom is 6.
Nothing is more joyful than to see
their smiling faces—to see them learn-
ing about life, reading, playing, and
singing.

And when I think of my grand-
children, and the other children across
this country, I ask myself what it will
take to stop the gun violence. When
will this Congress say we have enough
killing? What does it take to change
some minds, to say that guns do kill?

I am so tired of that foolish saying:
‘‘guns don’t kill people, people kill peo-

ple.’’ Of course, people kill people, but
we would see much less deadly violence
if we passed common sense gun safety
measures. It is getting close to the 1-
year anniversary of the tragedy at Col-
umbine. I will never forget the picture
of the child hanging out of the window
at that school, looking for help, trying
to get away from the terror. I thought
that terrible violence—12 children
killed and many more seriously in-
jured—would force this Congress to
act.

And yet there has been much more
gun violence since Columbine. Shoot-
ings in Georgia; in Ft. Worth, Texas, at
a prayer meeting. Those young people
were gathered to worship and along
comes someone with a gun and kills
them. And then a gunman in California
attacks children at a day care. After
that terrible assault, the gunman goes
on to kill a postal worker because he is
Filipino and not white.

When will the National Rifle Associa-
tion and its friends step up to the
issue, not always appealing to the ex-
tremists, and say there is a sensible
way to approach this problem and re-
duce the proliferation of guns? They
should join with us and help close the
gun show loophole that allows guns to
be sold without a criminal background
check.

A person could be one the 10 most
wanted criminals in this country and
say to one of the dealers: I have $500;
give me a couple of guns. The dealer
could sell them, and he would not be
breaking the law. It is an outrage.

Of course, some who oppose gun safe-
ty legislation talk about the Second
Amendment. But there is nothing in
the Constitution that says citizens can
buy a gun without identifying them-
selves. There is nothing in the Con-
stitution that says, buy a gun, carry it
anyplace you want. No, no; there are
overriding considerations that say we
have to protect our citizens. We put
people in uniform to protect our citi-
zens. Sometimes it is a military uni-
form, sometimes it is a police uniform.
We do it to protect our citizens. Why
don’t we reduce the possibility that a
gun might be introduced into a situa-
tion?

In 1996, Congress did pass my domes-
tic violence gun ban. There was a huge
fight on the floor of this Senate and
the House. In cooperation with Presi-
dent Clinton, on the budget bill, we
said anybody who has committed a
misdemeanor of spousal abuse or abus-
ing a child, that person should not
have a gun. We fought like the devil.
People said we have no right to take
guns away from people who haven’t
done something serious.

But domestic violence is serious. And
guns make domestic violence incidents
even more dangerous. The trigger does
not have to be pulled to traumatize a
spouse or a child. Let a man put a gun
to a woman’s head and say: I will blow
your brains out in front of your chil-
dren. That is a wound that does not go
away in a hurry. Doctors cannot see

that wound on the skin, but it does not
go away.

Mr. President, since that law went
into effect, 33,000 purchases have been
prevented. 33,000 of those wife abusers,
spousal abusers, could not get a gun. I
feel good about it. And I still cannot
understand those people who opposed it
and who continue to oppose gun safety
measures. They seem to want guns for
everyone, wherever they want, at any
age, it doesn’t matter, hide them, con-
ceal them, do what you want.

That is irresponsible. And we should
not have people hiding behind empty
slogans like ‘‘guns don’t kill people’’.
Or trying to distort the meaning of the
Second Amendment. No one has a right
to hurt another. That is not in the Con-
stitution.

Just a few minutes ago we learned
that there was another shooting near
Pittsburgh. We don’t have all the de-
tails, but someone shot four people in a
McDonald’s and then went to a Burger
King and shot someone else.

So the gun violence continues, week
by week, day by day, hour by hour.
Yesterday it was a six-year-old in
Michigan killing another child. And we
ask ourselves what can be done. Do you
put a 6-year-old in jail? Do you lock
him up in a cell? Or do you say to a
parent or a friend: It is your responsi-
bility?

If you own a car, you have no right to
give it to somebody who doesn’t know
how to drive and tell them to have a
good time. That can be criminally
prosecuted if a person has an accident.
Why is a gun different? Why shouldn’t
all guns be protected from access by
unacceptable users, children, deranged
people, et cetera?

We ought to do it. We keep avoiding
it with silly excuses in this place. I
hope people across America understand
we ought to stop this now. We can re-
quire gun manufacturers to manufac-
ture guns that don’t work except in the
hands of an authorized user. Thirteen
children a day die from gunshots; over
4,500 kids a year. We can pass a bill
that Senator DURBIN from Illinois has
authored, the Child Access Prevention
Act. It imposes criminal penalties on
gun owners who allow children access
to their guns.

And we ought to take stronger meas-
ures to prevent easy access to guns.
Closing the gun show loophole which
allows criminals to purchase firearms
without a background check will help.
Let me give a graphic example why we
cannot afford to wait any longer to do
this.

Every year, several gun shows are
held in Portland, OR at the Expo Cen-
ter. The Expo Center is managed by a
commission established by the local
government, the Metropolitan Expo-
sition-Recreation Commission, called
Metro for short. Metro officials were
concerned about possible criminal ac-
tivity at gun shows, so they looked at
police records and put together a re-
port. Here is what they found:

Investigative reports from the Portland
Police Bureau demonstrate a continuing pat-
tern of frequent significant criminal activity
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associated with the Rose City gun shows at
the Expo Center.

And the report gives examples of that
criminal activity. Here is an example:

Three subjects were observed in the gun
show wearing gang attire. The three subjects
were looking for dealers who do not do back-
ground checks. One of the subjects at-
tempted to purchase a Glock pistol without
any paperwork. The subjects bought 4 high
capacity magazines and exited the show. Of-
ficers contacted the subjects and found one
subject all in red to be 12 years old. The sec-
ond subject all in blue had a warrant for his
arrest. The last subject was found to be an
ex-felon. The two adults were arrested and
transported to NE precinct. At the NE pre-
cinct officers found marijuana packaged for
sale and $1,150 in the last subject’s shoe. He
was charged with delivery of a controlled
substance.

So we have gang members—drug
dealers—using a gun show as a conven-
ience store for guns. These gang mem-
bers were looking for gun sellers who
were not required to do criminal back-
ground checks.

And this testimony is similar to
what we heard from Robyn Anderson
when she testified before the Colorado
legislature. She is the young woman
who went with Eric Harris and Dylan
Klebold to the Tanner Gun Show in
Adams County, Colorado.

She testified that Harris and Klebold
went from table to table at the gun
show, looking for gun sellers who were
not required to complete a background
check.

With her help, Harris and Klebold
bought two shotguns and a rifle with-
out a criminal background check. And
everybody knows what happened after
that. They used those guns to murder
fellow students and a teacher at Col-
umbine High School. How much more
do we need to know before we do the
sensible thing and close this loophole?

Gang members and teenagers bent on
committing murder know they can go
to a gun show and get a firearm if they
want, without a background check. Is
there anyone around here who actually
thinks that is all right? Good friends
on the other side, good friends on both
sides will sometimes defend gun owner-
ship blindly. But we should all agree
that you should not be able to buy a
gun without identifying yourself and
having a criminal background check.

The gun lobby says we do not need a
new law, all we need to do is enforce
the current law. But that completely
misses the point. There is a loophole in
the law, so when you try to enforce it,
criminals simply slip through the loop-
hole. This hole in our gun laws is leak-
ing human lives and we ought to plug
it before someone else is killed with a
pistol or shotgun purchased at a gun
show without a background check.
People ought to identify themselves
when they buy a gun. Why not?

Some of our colleagues who argue
against closing this loophole are the
same people who go on and on about
the need to get tough on crime. But
when it comes to this gaping loophole
in our gun laws, they are strangely

quiet. All of us know why. Those
tough-on-crime Members do not hear
the huge majority of the people. Ninety
percent of the people in this country,
according to a recent poll, are calling
for us to close this loophole. They do
not hear the cries, see the tears of
those who have lost a child, a friend, a
relative. But what do they hear? They
hear the NRA making deposits to their
campaign accounts. They hear the
NRA saying: Do nothing and we will
keep these campaign contributions
coming.

I have been fighting this battle for a
long time, almost a year now on this
specific issue. Back on May 20, 9
months ago, the Senate passed my
amendment to close the gun show loop-
hole. It passed 51–50, with a huge strug-
gle. But the Congress has yet to finish
the job because the NRA has been put-
ting its money to work making sure
my amendment stays bottled up in a
conference committee.

Let’s do the right thing and set this
legislation free. Let’s not allow ex-
tremists in the gun lobby to prevail
over the families across this country
who want to stop the gun violence.

April 20 will mark 1 year since the
terrible tragedy at Columbine High
School. On that day, people across this
country will ask, What has Congress
done? What have you done to stop gun
violence in this country? What have
you done to protect my child, my
grandchild, my brother, my sister, my
parents from this mad gun violence? It
is not too late to give the public the
answer they want, the answer they de-
serve. It is not too late to show them
that common sense can prevail in this
distinguished place.

AWARDING JOHN CARDINAL O’CON-
NOR THE CONGRESSIONAL
MEDAL OF HONOR
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, it is

with great honor that I rise today to
thank my distinguished Senate col-
leagues for their support, help, consid-
eration, and, hopefully, passage of S.
2076, legislation which will bestow upon
John Cardinal O’Connor the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor.

I, along with Senators MOYNIHAN,
SPECTER, and SANTORUM, introduced
this bill last week. We believe now is
the perfect time for Congress to pub-
licly thank His Eminence for his 50
years of service to America, the Catho-
lic Church, and for his numerous con-
tributions as an ambassador of peace,
freedom, and humanitarianism around
the world.

Since being ordained 54 years ago,
John Cardinal O’Connor has humbly
captured the hearts of millions with a
message of caring and compassion for
all people. He has dutifully served the
Church in Philadelphia, the Diocese of
Scranton, and now from the steps of
the treasured St. Patrick’s Cathedral
serves as the spiritual guiding force for
the 10-county New York Archdiocese
and its more than 2.3 million Catholic
members.

He is loved in New York and by
Catholics across the country. He has
touched the hearts of millions whose
spiritual life is richer from the words
and deeds of our cardinal.

Since being named by the Pope as
successor to the late Cardinal Terence
Cook in 1984, Cardinal O’Connor has
sought to reinforce the traditional
teachings and practices of the Roman
Catholic Church while putting a human
face on the problems faced not only by
Catholics but all New Yorkers.

He has advocated for an increase in
the minimum wage. He has advocated
for farm workers. He has advocated for
working people throughout New York
and throughout the world.

He has worked hard to improve rela-
tionships between Catholics and Jews,
knowing that is so important to the fu-
ture of the area he represents and to
all Americans.

He has advocated relentlessly for
fairness and justice. And even while re-
affirming the Church’s teachings on
homosexuality, he set up AIDS clinics
and volunteered anonymously in them.

I have not always agreed with Car-
dinal O’Connor. For example, he is a
strong, vocal, and impassioned voice in
opposition to abortion. I have respect-
fully disagreed with his position. But
in some instances you earn an even
greater respect for someone by the way
they disagree with you, how they fight
for their beliefs: With vigor, passion,
and conviction, but also with humility
and grace.

He is a man of immense conviction.
He has been unyielding in his commit-
ment to reaffirm the priorities of the
Church and his faith.

I am left with nothing but respect
and admiration for the way in which
Cardinal O’Connor has advocated on
behalf of his beliefs.

John Cardinal O’Connor’s life of spir-
itual service began decades ago. He had
20-plus years of distinguished service in
the Armed Forces. He heeded our Na-
tion’s call in 1952, joining the ranks of
the military chaplaincy during the Ko-
rean war, and provided spiritual leader-
ship for members of the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps during Vietnam. His career
continued on as chaplain to the United
States Naval Academy.

Eventually he rose with distinction
to become Navy chief chaplain. He
served in that capacity until 1979, upon
which he retired from military service
with the distinguished rank of rear ad-
miral. An international ambassador for
humanity, Cardinal O’Connor has trav-
eled the world over—Israel, Jordan,
Haiti, Bosnia, and Russia—and he also
accompanied Pope John Paul II on his
visit to Cuba.

He has called on governments to
work for social development, provide
international peace, and implored gov-
ernments to provide their citizens with
the freedom and ability to exercise
their religious beliefs.

His work in volatile 1980s Central
America helped clear the way for cler-
gy members to be allowed to visit po-
litical prisoners and also helped end
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the expulsion of foreign missionaries.
He has, with great resolve, worked to
strengthen the human spirit whenever
war, oppression, and poverty have
threatened to weaken it, as a servant
of the Roman Catholic Church and a
compassionate American citizen.

Now the cardinal is ailing. We all
pray and wish for his recovery. But
there is no time more appropriate than
now for the Congressional Gold Medal
to be bestowed upon Cardinal O’Con-
nor. It is not often that this gold medal
is issued. But given the cardinal’s serv-
ice, given the cardinal’s ability to
reach out to so many different kinds of
people, no one is more deserving of the
Congressional Gold Medal. The medal
is an expression of public gratitude re-
served exclusively for those who have
distinguished themselves through their
achievements and contributions to our
great Nation. From his spiritual guid-
ance to the members of the Armed
Forces 50 years ago to his commitment
to justice and holiness as head of the
archdiocese in New York today, John
Cardinal O’Connor has earned this rare
and distinguished congressional honor.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 2844

(Purpose: To make permanent the special co-
ordination rule between qualified tuition
programs and the Hope and Lifetime
Learning credits)

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask that the Graham amendment No.
2844 be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]
proposes an amendment numbered 2844.

The amendment is as follows:
Beginning on page 15, line 16, strike all

through page 16, line 17, and insert:
‘‘(iv) COORDINATION WITH HOPE AND LIFE-

TIME LEARNING CREDITS.—The total amount
of qualified higher education expenses other-
wise taken into account under clause (i) with
respect to an individual for any taxable year
shall be reduced (after the application of the
reduction provided in section 25A(g)(2)) by
the amount of such expenses which were
taken into account in determining the credit
allowed to the taxpayer or any other person
under section 25A with respect to such ex-
penses.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be agreed to and that the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table. This is not the amendment the

Senator from Florida described earlier
and has been vetted to the Finance
Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2844) was agreed
to.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that I may speak as in morning busi-
ness for no more than 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I
thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. Con. Res. 87 are located in to-
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on In-
troduced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’)

RECESS

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate stand in recess until 2
p.m. today.

There being no objection, at 1:08
p.m., the Senate recessed until 2:02
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. BUNNING).

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 2825

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent, with respect
to the series of stacked votes that are
about to begin, there be 2 minutes
equally divided prior to each vote for
closing remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. It is my under-
standing the first vote we are about to
proceed to is the Abraham amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. The yeas and nays have not
been asked for.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, very

briefly, this amendment would essen-
tially expand the tax deductibility and
create a tax credit for the donation of
used computer equipment to schools in
this country.

It enjoys strong bipartisan support,
both in the freestanding bill as well as
this amendment. What this will help us
to do is address the problem of the dig-
ital divide by providing more hardware
and software and other computer serv-
ices and equipment to the public
schools of this country to help improve
the ratio of computers to students in
our public school system.

We look forward to continuing to
work on this digital divide challenge,
but this legislation will move us in the
right direction. I encourage my col-
leagues to support the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENZI). Who seeks recognition?

Mr. REID. We yield back our time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2825. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN),
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
BOND) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 2, as follows:

Rollcall Vote No. 18 Leg.]
YEAS—96

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Enzi

Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—2

Conrad Nickles

NOT VOTING—2

Bond McCain

The amendment (No. 2825) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are now 2
minutes equally divided prior to the
vote on the Bingaman amendment.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the re-
maining votes in this series be limited
to 10 minutes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port Senator BINGAMAN’s amendment
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to ensure greater accountability by
Title I schools that are low-performing.
The Coverdell bill does nothing to help
improve public schools that need as-
sistance. Instead it diverts scarce re-
sources to wealthy families in private
schools, when 90 percent of the nation’s
students attend public schools.

Stronger accountability in the na-
tion’s education system is essential.
Effective accountability measures—
what business leaders call quality con-
trol—can make sure that investments
in schools are used wisely and produce
better results for children. Account-
ability is especially important in
schools with high concentrations of
disadvantaged students, so that all stu-
dents will have the opportunity to
meet high standards of achievement.

Despite concerted efforts by states,
school districts, and schools, account-
ability provisions in title I have not
been adequately implemented due to
insufficient resources. In 1998, only 8
states reported that school support
teams have been able to serve the ma-
jority of schools that need improve-
ment. Less than half of the schools
identified as in need of improvement in
1997–98 reported that they received ad-
ditional professional development as-
sistance or technical assistance.

We cannot afford to let low-per-
forming public schools slip through the
cracks. Schools and school districts
need additional support and resources
to remedy weaknesses as soon as they
are identified. We should act now to
make our schools more accountable for
the benefit of the nation’s disadvan-
taged students. These students have al-
ready spent too much time in low-per-
forming schools, and they deserve bet-
ter, much better. The time is now to
take action to fix these schools. The
nation’s children deserve no less. I urge
the Senate to support the Bingaman
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2863

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the
amendment that is to be voted on next
is one I offered which takes the $275
million per year that is the estimated
cost of this underlying bill with the tax
provisions and it devotes that $275 mil-
lion to assisting States to hold local
school districts accountable to upgrade
standards.

It is an accountability amendment.
Presently, most of the States in the
country have established performance
standards for their schools and their
students but we have no accountability
provisions that are adequate for them
to meet those standards. This amend-
ment tries to solve that. It gives the
resources to the States so they can
solve that. I believe it is a very good
amendment and it is something we all
ought to support.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, at
the heart of my opposition to the
amendment is that it strikes the edu-

cation savings account, the core of the
legislation that came from the Finance
Committee. It is a killer amendment.

The amendment allocates only 70
cents of every dollar to local school
districts. We have been striving to get
to 95 cents of every Federal dollar. The
amendment not only neuters education
savings accounts but it also goes to
core issues about how title I funds
should be distributed to help local
school districts under ESEA.

This is an issue being debated at the
committee’s markup today. Senator
JEFFORDS, chairman of the committee,
opposes this amendment because he be-
lieves it violates the jurisdiction of the
committee.

I move to table the amendment and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion to table amendment No. 2863.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
BOND) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 19 Leg.]

YEAS—58

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Biden
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell

Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—40

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Bingaman
Boxer
Bryan
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards

Feingold
Feinstein
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Bond McCain

The motion was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2864

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
next amendment, the Graham amend-
ment No. 2864, there are 2 minutes
equally divided.

The Senator from Florida.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Senator LIN-
COLN and Senator FEINSTEIN be added

as cosponsors. I have no further com-
ments to make on behalf of this
amendment. I believe both sides have
agreed to accept it. I ask for a voice
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

All time has been yielded back. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2864.

The amendment (No. 2864) was agreed
to.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AWARDING CONGRESSIONAL
MEDAL OF HONOR TO JOHN CAR-
DINAL O’CONNOR

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Bank-
ing Committee be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 3557 and the
Senate now proceed to its immediate
consideration under the following limi-
tations: There be 10 minutes of debate
equally divided between Senators
SANTORUM and SCHUMER, and no
amendments or motions be in order to
the bill. Finally, I ask unanimous con-
sent that following the use or yielding
back of debate time, the bill be read a
third time and passed and the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the bill by title.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
A bill (H.R. 3557) to authorize the Presi-

dent to award a gold medal on behalf of the
Congress to John Cardinal O’Connor, Arch-
bishop of New York, in recognition of his ac-
complishments as a priest, a chaplain, and a
humanitarian.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, it is
with an enormous amount of pride and
respect that I rise in support of this
bill. Senator SCHUMER from New York
spoke on this matter earlier today. I
strongly endorse and support his words
of support for this resolution.

I stand with a tremendous amount of
pride to speak in favor of my favorite
son. John Cardinal O’Connor is a Phila-
delphian, someone who has left his
mark not only on the country but on
Pennsylvania, where he served as
Bishop of Scranton—I see Senator
BIDEN who is a Scrantonian—where he
served a brief time—less than a year—
but with distinction and, prior to that
gave tremendous service to this coun-
try as a chaplain in the U.S. Navy,
serving during the Korean conflict and
during Vietnam.

He was appointed Chief of Chaplains
of the Navy with the grade of rear ad-
miral and served for over 25 years in
the capacity of a chaplain in the mili-
tary.
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From that, he came into civilian life

to Scranton, PA, and served there for
less than a year until he was picked by
Pope John Paul II to be the Archbishop
of the Catholic Diocese of New York,
and then shortly thereafter was ele-
vated to the rank of cardinal in May of
1985.

He has served as Cardinal O’Connor
in the Diocese of New York and, as the
leader of the Diocese of New York, also
as the titular head of the Catholic
Church in this country. He has pro-
vided tremendous leadership on a vari-
ety of humanitarian and moral causes,
always standing up for the weakest
among us and shepherding his flock in
an extraordinary way with great prin-
ciple, dignity, and character.

It is sad that as we speak today, Car-
dinal O’Connor is suffering from cancer
and is gravely ill. Senator SCHUMER
and I worked very hard to make sure
this Congressional Gold Medal would
be awarded to Cardinal O’Connor so he
could be aware of it during this very
difficult time in his life and know that
the Senate, the Congress, and certainly
all of us in Washington extend our best
wishes to him and want him to know
how much we appreciate the tremen-
dous outstanding service he has given
to the Catholic Church and to the peo-
ple in the United States of America.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I will
continue the remarks I made earlier
about Cardinal O’Connor.

First, I thank Senator SANTORUM of
Pennsylvania, as well as my colleague,
Senator MOYNIHAN, and his colleague,
Senator SPECTER. The four of us have
worked hard on this bill.

As I mentioned earlier, Cardinal
O’Connor, of course, has had a distin-
guished career. He has had a distin-
guished career as a Catholic, rising to
one of the great positions of the Catho-
lic Church in America.

He also has had a distinguished ca-
reer as an American, having served for
many years in the Armed Forces. He
served 20 years in the Armed Forces. In
1952, he joined the ranks of the mili-
tary chaplaincy. During the Korean
war, he provided spiritual leadership
for the Navy and Marine Corps. He was
Chaplain of the Naval Academy, be-
came Navy Chief Chaplain, and left the
Armed Forces with the rank of rear ad-
miral.

I want to say, as someone of the Jew-
ish faith, that the cardinal has been
particularly effective in moving out to
the people of the Jewish community
and doing a great deal to bridge the
gaps—which fortunately now are rel-
atively small and minor—between the
Catholic community and the Jewish
community. He went out of his way to
do this, which I greatly respect.

He has always been seen doing things
for the poor. He has worked hard on
making working conditions better for
people. He cares about the plight of the

farm workers. He is dedicated to pro-
tecting the rights of immigrants and,
in fact, announced at his Labor Day
mass as recently as September, his
first public appearance after his sur-
gery, a new archdiocesan program of
aid to immigrants. He reached out to
the poor.

His views on homosexuality are
known, but he has spent time anony-
mously working with people with
AIDS. I do not agree with his views,
but I sure respect the fact that, with-
out any fanfare, he has been able to do
those things.

Of course, now he is ill, and that is
one of the reasons I thank every one of
my colleagues for moving this bill with
alacrity because my State of New York
and this entire Nation owe a debt of
gratitude to Cardinal O’Connor. There
is no more fitting way than presenting
him with the gold medal.

For his compassion, for his strength
of argument—which I agreed with
many times; disagreed with some-
times—for his intelligence, and for his
commitment to New York and to faith,
very few would be more deserving of
this medal than Cardinal O’Connor.

I again thank my colleagues. I thank
this body for taking the time, in the
middle of this bill, to honor the car-
dinal in a very fitting way. Our hopes
and prayers are for his health, and our
thanks are for the great job he has
done for New York’s Catholics, for all
New Yorkers, and for all Americans.

With that, I reserve the remainder of
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New York for
his heartfelt comments.

I want to relate a small personal
story. I had an opportunity, with my
wife Karen, to meet and talk with the
cardinal a few years ago when we were
in New York. I had never had a chance
to meet him, and he was someone
whom I respected very much and fol-
lowed his leadership. I had wanted the
opportunity to meet with him.

We went by his residence and were
hoping for about 5 minutes. An hour
later, after a wonderful discussion of
issues that I was working on and that
he was interested in, and things he was
working on that I was interested in, he
gave me a tremendous amount of en-
couragement for work in public serv-
ice.

He understood the importance of pub-
lic service in his work as a chaplain
and, obviously, in his work as the Car-
dinal of New York. That was, indeed,
public service, also.

Senator SCHUMER mentioned many
things he did outside the archdiocese
and work that reached out into the
community. He gave me great encour-
agement to continue to work, to fulfill
what Catholic social teaching is, to
care particularly for the poor and the
most vulnerable in our society.

He gave me a lot of inspiration. He
gave my wife a lot of inspiration. For

that I will always remember and al-
ways thank him, and for the blessing
and the prayers that he gave me that
night.

Senator SCHUMER said—and I said
earlier—he is gravely ill right now. But
I know, as he spends these last few
days on Earth, that many of us who
know him and admire him will long re-
member him. Certainly, the comment,
‘‘Well done, my good and faithful serv-
ant,’’ will apply to John Cardinal
O’Connor.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be able to pro-
ceed for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as the
Senator from Pennsylvania, I have
known Cardinal O’Connor for a long
time. I am a cosponsor of this bill.
That is not the reason I stand.

I stand today to say I hope there is a
lesson drawn from what is being done
here. The primary cosponsor of this
amendment is a man from New York of
a different faith, who disagrees vehe-
mently with the cardinal on some very
important items that mean a lot to
him in terms of the rights of homo-
sexuals and the issue of choice. Yet he
has come forward to acknowledge,
along with his friend from Pennsyl-
vania, that this man should be recog-
nized for the special features he has
possessed and the courage and the com-
mitment he has shown.

I hope we all take a lesson from this.
I hope we all understand that in every
one of us in this country there is a lot
of good—those who have strong polit-
ical positions that are diametrically
opposed to us—and yet we are able to
see the good as well as the disagree-
ment. I hope this is an object lesson for
everyone.

I thank the Senator from New York
for having the good grace to under-
stand how we should run all of our af-
fairs in this country. You can disagree
without being disagreeable. You can
have strong views and still recognize,
in this instance, the saintly side of a
great man.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the bill (H.R. 3557)
is read the third time and passed, and
the motion to reconsider is laid upon
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

AFFORDABLE EDUCATION ACT OF
1999—Continued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-
ager of this bill, the Senator from
Georgia, has agreed that we would go
out of the order we have had and allow
Senator BIDEN to go forward for 10 min-
utes with his amendment. Following
that, under the regular order that has
already been agreed to, Senator
WELLSTONE will be up next as part of
the unanimous consent agreement. Ac-
cording to the unanimous consent
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agreement, on his amendment there
are 2 hours set aside equally divided.
Following that on our side, after the
Republicans offer their amendment,
Senator MURRAY would then offer her
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. What is the re-
quest, again?

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator BIDEN be allowed to pre-
cede for 10 minutes to offer his amend-
ment, and following that, the Senator
from Minnesota be recognized to offer
his amendment, and then following the
Republicans offering an amendment,
Senator MURRAY be recognized to offer
her amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I may not

take the 10 minutes.
I can assure my colleagues that in

order to accommodate the number of
Senators who asked about my amend-
ment, I am not going to, at this mo-
ment, force a vote on that amendment.

What I rise today for is to speak
about an amendment I have submitted
to this bill. What we have before us
today is fundamentally a tax bill to
help middle-class parents give their
children the best education possible at
elementary and secondary levels, as
well as higher education.

I, with a few on my side of the aisle,
happen to support the Senator from
Georgia in his effort. The proposals in
this bill are not new. In fact, I have
supported many of them in their var-
ious incarnations in the past.

Several of these proposals were in-
cluded as part of a so-called GET
AHEAD Act—Growing the Economy for
Tomorrow: Assuring Higher Education
is Affordable and Dependable—an act
which I introduced in 1997. Although
this bill never came before the Con-
gress for a vote, many of its provisions
were included in the 1997 tax bill.

In 1998, I was one of only a handful of
Democrats who supported the legisla-
tion to expand the existing education
savings accounts, more commonly re-
ferred to as educational IRAs. Cur-
rently, $500 a year may be contributed
to these education IRAs, and the
money in these accounts may only be
used for higher education. However,
under the 1998 proposal, as well as the
bill we have before us today, these ac-
counts would be expanded so the par-
ents could contribute up to $2,000 per
year, and the savings in the accounts
could be used to pay for elementary
and secondary education costs, as well
as the costs associated with higher
education.

I find no principal rationale why I
should be able to use a $2,000 IRA to
have sent my child to Georgetown Uni-
versity and not use it to send my child
to Archmere Academy, which is a
Catholic institution as well but a high
school.

During my time in the Senate, I have
consistently supported reasonable, ap-

propriate, and constitutional measures
to help middle-class and low-income
families choose an alternative to pub-
lic schools. I believe the bill achieves
part of this goal.

There is no tax deduction for the
money put into these education IRAs.
There is no tax deduction for the entire
cost of a private or parochial edu-
cation. This is not a voucher proposal.

The thing I would most want to
speak to today is the idea that we have
to do more than we are now to accom-
modate parents sending their kids to
college. As helpful as this initiative is,
it does not go very far. We all know
firsthand how difficult it is for Amer-
ican families to afford college.

In 1997, we took some important
steps towards making college edu-
cation more affordable with the enact-
ment of several tax credits for students
and their families. So-called HOPE
scholarships allow families a tax credit
of up to $1,500 for tuition and fees for
the first 2 years of college. The Life-
time Learning credit currently allows
families a 20-percent tax credit on up
to $5,000 for educational expenses
through the year 2002, and up to $10,000
for educational expenses thereafter.

Additionally, the 1997 tax bill allows
students to deduct a portion of the in-
terest paid on student loans during the
first 60 months of repayment. The bill
before us today proposes to eliminate
that 60-month limit on student loan in-
terest deductions and allow students to
deduct the interest paid on their stu-
dent loans for the duration of their re-
payment.

While this is another step in the
right direction, I believe there is still
more we can do to help our Nation’s
college students. That is why I am of-
fering an amendment today to allow an
additional tax relief for millions of
families who are struggling to put
their kids through college. My amend-
ment builds upon the proposal con-
tained in the legislation introduced in
1997.

My amendment would offer families
the option of either a tax deduction of
a 28-percent tax credit on up to $5,000
of educational expenses during 2001 and
2002 and up to $10,000 of educational ex-
penses during 2003 and thereafter. Fur-
ther, there is no limit on the number of
years the family could claim this tax
credit. So a student could claim a de-
duction or credit for every year he or
she is enrolled in an institution of
higher learning as either an under-
graduate or a graduate student.

Additionally, this educational tax de-
duction contains higher income thresh-
olds. I would allow this to be taken for
up to $120,000 for joint filers, thus al-
lowing more families and more stu-
dents to take advantage of the tax ben-
efits in this proposal.

Things have changed a great deal
since I arrived in the Senate in 1973. In
1973, there was still the myth that all a
student needed was a good high school
education to have a clear shot at being
able to make it. The statistics and the

numbers and the story has been told
over the last 28 years that a college
education is essentially becoming a
prerequisite for having a clear shot at
the middle-class dream of being able to
own a home, afford a good education
for your children, and to live with
some degree of financial certitude.

I will not take more time today, al-
though when I do introduce this for-
mally to a piece of legislation, I will
speak much longer and in much more
detail.

To summarize, I think it is the most
noble of social purposes to seek to en-
courage families to spend money on
educating their children and, particu-
larly at this stage, on higher edu-
cation. People say to me: JOE, $120,000
is an awful lot of money for you to
allow someone to have a tax advan-
tage. You can have them make up to
$120,000 and they still get a benefit
here.

The answer is yes. My inclination is
to go higher. Try sending a kid to a
private institution today and college.
Try sending a kid to a school that is
not a State public institution. There
are phenomenal State public institu-
tions. I am not suggesting there aren’t.

Take my alma mater, the University
of Delaware. As an in-State student,
you can get it done for somewhere
around $13,000 room, board, and tuition.
Send that same kid to the school my
son attended, the University of Penn-
sylvania and it is $35,000. Send them to
Gettysburg College and it is $30,000
room, board, and tuition. The cost of
education is astronomical.

What I don’t like to see happen, when
you think about the incredible cost of
education today and what we are devel-
oping, is basically a two-tiered edu-
cation system. One of the greatest bills
that ever passed was the GI bill. The GI
bill meant that Irish Catholic kids and
inner-city kids and farm boys could go
to Harvard and Yale and Princeton and
to the great ‘‘universities’’ out there.
But now to go to those schools and
every other school, many of which we
haven’t heard the names of, there is
very little possibility. The only choice
a student has in a middle-class family
is to be able to go to the State institu-
tion.

I went to the State institution. I am
proud of having gone to the State insti-
tution. My wife graduated from the
State institution. My whole family
went to the University of Delaware. I
take a back seat to no one at any other
university in terms of the education I
received, but I don’t want to be in a po-
sition where, in fact, the only choice
middle-class people have of sending
their kids to college is at a State uni-
versity. I don’t want this two-tiered
system to reemerge.

If you get into one of the great uni-
versities, the prestige universities,
they are endowed enough that if you
have no money, you are likely to be
able to get help. You will be able to get
some aid packages to go. The people
who get crunched are the people in the
middle.
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I am delighted and pleased and I ap-

plaud the Georgetowns and the Dukes
and the Princetons and the Stanfords
and the great universities out there
that are the named universities for
providing for the education of
moderate- and low-income people who
otherwise qualify to get in. Very few
get turned away because of that. The
problem comes with the quintessential
middle-class family who makes what
appears to be a good income, has three
kids going to college, and they lose
that option. I don’t think they should.

Mr. President, rather than take the
time of the Senate, I will withhold
sending my amendment to the desk be-
cause I am not going to ask for a vote
on it now. I will speak to this in more
detail later.

I thank the manager of the bill for
allowing me the opportunity. I particu-
larly thank Senator WELLSTONE, who
was here before me, for allowing me to
precede him.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
AMENDMENT NO. 2865

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to report to Congress
on the extent and severity of child pov-
erty)
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

send an amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2865.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place add the following:

SEC. ll. REPORT TO CONGRESS REGARDING EX-
TENT AND SEVERITY OF CHILD POV-
ERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than June 1,
2001 and prior to any reauthorization of the
temporary assistance to needy families pro-
gram under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) for any
fiscal year after fiscal year 2002, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services (in this
section referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall
report to Congress on the extent and sever-
ity of child poverty in the United States.
Such report shall, at a minimum—

(1) determine for the period since the en-
actment of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2105)—

(A) whether the rate of child poverty in the
United States has increased;

(B) whether the children who live in pov-
erty in the United States have gotten poorer;
and

(C) how changes in the availability of cash
and non-cash benefits to poor families have
affected child poverty in the United States;

(2) identify alternative methods for defin-
ing child poverty that are based on consider-
ation of factors other than family income
and resources, including consideration of a
family’s work-related expenses; and

(3) contain multiple measures of child pov-
erty in the United States that may include
the child poverty gap and the extreme pov-
erty rate.

(b) LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL.—If the Sec-
retary determines that during the period
since the enactment of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110
Stat. 2105) the extent or severity of child
poverty in the United States has increased
to any extent, the Secretary shall include
with the report to Congress required under
subsection (a) a legislative proposal address-
ing the factors that led to such increase.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment—and I hope
there will be a very strong vote for the
amendment—is to call on the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
to report to the Congress on the extent
and severity of child poverty in our
country. I will make the connection to
education in a moment.

We need to have some critical infor-
mation about the welfare bill before re-
authorization. That is what this
amendment says. We ask the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to pro-
vide this Congress with critical infor-
mation. The Congress has consented so
far to allow welfare reform to continue
without an honest accounting of how
our actions impact our Nation’s chil-
dren. Before we reauthorize this bill,
we need to know what has happened.

There is one missing ingredient when
we talk about welfare, and that miss-
ing ingredient is information. Let me
quote from some of the most knowl-
edgeable people who are doing research
in this area. The National Academy of
Sciences convened a panel of leading
researchers to evaluate the data and
methods for measuring the effects of
welfare reform. This is basically a
quote from their report:

The gaps in the data infrastructure for de-
termining the effects of welfare reform are
numerous.

‘‘Numerous gaps in the data’’—what
does that mean? It means we have no
understanding of what the effects of
this legislation on the lives of people in
our country—poor people, mainly
women and children. The information
is simply not collected, and we don’t
know because we don’t ask.

The purpose of this amendment is to
understand the effect of this legislation
on child poverty before we reauthorize
it. We need to know whether or not it
is true, as has been reported in the
data, that actually we are seeing an in-
crease in the poverty of the poorest of
the poor children—those children in
households with less than half of the
officially defined poverty income. We
need to know what the gap is between
the welfare bill and families working,
and whether or not they are above the
poverty level income, because the
whole goal was to move people to eco-
nomic self-sufficiency. We need to
know what, in fact, is going on with
programs such as the earned-income
tax credit, or food stamp assistance, or
Medicaid, and how that has affected
the lives of poor children in America.

We need to do some policy evalua-
tion. Too many people—Republicans
and Democrats and the administra-
tion—brag about the fact that the rolls

have been slashed by 50 percent since
1994. But how can anyone in good con-
science use that as a measure of suc-
cess alone? Reducing the rolls is easy.
You just push people off the rolls, you
close their cases, and you wish them
good luck.

Reducing the rolls by half doesn’t in-
dicate whether or not we have reduced
the poverty. The goal is to reduce the
poverty of women and poor children in
America. The question is whether or
not people who have been pushed off
the rolls are working and at what
kinds of jobs. Are they living-wage
jobs? And the question is, What kind of
child care do they have for their chil-
dren? Do they still have medical assist-
ance, or are they worse off because
they have been cut off of medical as-
sistance? The question is, What about
the additional services for those fami-
lies where maybe the single parent
struggles with addiction, or maybe she
has been battered over and over again
and there needs to be additional sup-
port before this woman and her family
can move to employment and decent
wages. Are the support services being
provided?

I think we have created a whole new
class of working poor people in this
country. We have created a whole new
class—unless we call for a policy eval-
uation—of the ‘‘disappeared.’’ We don’t
know what is happening. We have been
unwilling to do any serious policy eval-
uation. Gunnar Myrdal, the Swedish
sociologist, once wrote that ignorance
is never random. We don’t know what
we don’t want to do. Before we reau-
thorize the welfare bill and as we move
forward on an education piece of legis-
lation, I would ask the Senate to go on
record calling for an evaluation as to
the effect of this legislation on poor
children in our country.

Some would say: What are you doing,
Senator WELLSTONE, calling for an
evaluation on a welfare bill? This
doesn’t belong on an education bill.

If a child is living in poverty—and I
try to stay very close to this question,
as I care a great deal about what hap-
pens to poor children in America—the
preliminary reports I have seen indi-
cate we now have more children living
in households below the poverty level
of income. We see a deepening of pov-
erty in children in our country.

I argue that if a child is sick, if a
family has been cut off medical assist-
ance—and please remember that Fami-
lies USA, 6 months ago or so, issued a
report that there are 670,000 people in
our country today who no longer have
medical assistance because of the wel-
fare bill—I argue that children don’t do
well in school when they do not receive
adequate care, when they are sick,
when they have an illness, or when
they have tooth decay or an abscessed
tooth. It is very hard for children to do
well in school under those cir-
cumstances. I think we are sleep-walk-
ing in the Senate if we don’t see any
connection between how well children
do in school and the economic cir-
cumstances of their lives.
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We had a wonderful coalition gath-

ering yesterday. Senators KENNEDY and
SPECTER are introducing antihunger
legislation, of which I am proud to be
an original cosponsor. If we have 30
million citizens in our country today
with a booming economy who are ‘‘food
insecure,’’ and if too high a percentage
of those citizens are children, and if, in
fact, we have seen a dramatic decline
in food stamp participation—and I will
marshal the evidence for this in a mo-
ment—and the Food Stamp Program
was the major safety net for children
in this country, you had better believe
I have this amendment on this bill, be-
cause when children are hungry, they
don’t do well in school.

May I repeat that. When children are
hungry, they don’t do well in school.
May I repeat the fact that we have dra-
matically slashed the food stamp rolls
and that many children who should be
receiving food stamp assistance today
are not receiving food stamp assist-
ance. That is an important fact. We
ought to do the policy evaluation. We
ought to have the courage to evaluate
the impact of this welfare bill on poor
children in America today.

In my State there is no longer any
affordable rental housing. It is abso-
lutely unbelievable. Children are the
fastest-growing segment of the home-
less population in our country today,
and they end up having to move four or
five times during the school year. In
many of the schools I visit in our State
of Minnesota, especially in our cities,
and I visit one every 2 weeks, the
teachers tell me it is hard for a third-
grader to do well when she is moved
four times during a year because the
family can’t find affordable housing.
Don’t tell me that doesn’t have any im-
pact on how well a child performs in
school. This is an education bill being
debated, so I have an amendment that
deals with the poverty of children in
our country.

I argue that today, with an economy
booming and an affluent country, we
have one out of every five children
growing up poor in our country. Under
the age of 3, I believe it is closer to one
out of every four; and under the age of
3, it is about 50 percent of children of
color growing up poor in our country
today, which is a national disgrace. I
argue that poverty has everything in
the world to do with education and
whether or not each and every child in
America has the same opportunity to
reach her full potential and his full po-
tential, which is the goodness of our
country.

Challenging Senators today to vote
for a policy of evaluation on the wel-
fare bill, so we can assess what is hap-
pening to poor children, is the right
thing to do on an education bill.

If we blindly accept the argument
that the welfare ‘‘reform″ is a great
success because we have eliminated the
rolls by 50 percent, we are guilty of
turning our backs on the most vulner-
able citizens in our country—poor chil-
dren. And if we will not address the un-

derlying problems that deal with race—
yes, race—and gender, and poverty, and
inequality, and social injustice in our
country today, it is all too predictable
which children will come to kinder-
garten way behind and which children
will fall even further behind, and, yes,
which children will fail these standard-
ized high-stakes tests we give to show
how tough we are and how rigorous we
are, and which children will be held
back, and which children will drop out
of school, and which children will wind
up incarcerated in America today.

Don’t move to table this amendment
arguing that it has nothing to do with
education. No Senator should say,
‘‘Senator WELLSTONE, I am going to
table your amendment because your
amendment deals with race, gender,
and poverty of children in this country
and that has nothing to do with edu-
cation.’’ Today, 13 million children are
growing up poor in our country with a
booming economy.

I ask my colleagues to consider my
amendment before we reauthorize this
welfare bill which will impact on chil-
dren and the poverty of children.

Let me now discuss some recent stud-
ies.

According to the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, Bob Greenstein,
director, received the McArthur Foun-
dation grant—I think one of the genius
grants—for the impeccable research he
directs. More than two-thirds of our
States impose full-family sanctions,
stopping aid to children as well as par-
ents. Nearly half of these States im-
pose a full-family sanction at the first
instance of noncompliance. More than
one-fourth of all case closures in a
number of States have been the result
of sanctions.

In other words, half of the people are
off the welfare rolls. In many cases, the
families have been sanctioned. That
doesn’t mean they are working. It
doesn’t mean they have good wages or
are doing well. They have just been
sanctioned. Then the question be-
comes, If in a lot of States you have
these sanctions, are the sanctions jus-
tified?

A recent Utah study found that
three-quarters of the sanctioned fami-
lies had three or more barriers to em-
ployment, including a health or med-
ical problem, lack of transportation, or
lack of skills.

A Minnesota study concluded that
sanctioned families were four times as
likely as the caseload as a whole to re-
port chemical dependency, three times
as likely to report a family health
problem, and twice as likely to report
a mental health problem or domestic
violence.

We should be worried about this. We
should want to know what is going on.

Finally, quite often the families who
are subject to the sanctions may have
the greatest difficulty understanding
the program, rules, and expectations.
Recent studies from South Carolina
and Delaware document that sanction
rates are highest for those people with

the least amount of education. The
Delaware study also found that sanc-
tioned individuals were more likely to
have trouble comprehending TANF
rules and did not understand the con-
sequences of noncompliance.

As a result of the welfare bill, more
than 2.5 million poor families have lost
their benefits. That is a decline in the
rolls of 50 percent. But the number of
people living in poverty in our country
has held close to the study. Many of
these families have gone from being
poor to getting poorer, and most of the
welfare recipients are children.

This is why I challenge Senators
today. I do not know how any of you
can vote against this, colleagues. I am
saying, before we do any reauthoriza-
tion of this welfare bill, we ought to
evaluate the impact of poverty on chil-
dren.

Don’t table this amendment because
you cannot separate whether children
are hungry, homeless, or whether there
has been decent child care before they
get to kindergarten.

One study I cite should trouble Sen-
ator REID and every Senator. It was re-
leased by researchers at UC-Berkeley
and Yale. They found that about a mil-
lion additional toddlers and pre-
schoolers are now in child care because
of the changes in the welfare law.
Mothers work. They are single parents.
But these children, unfortunately, are
in low-quality child care, and therefore
they end up lagging behind other chil-
dren their age in developmental meas-
ures.

There was a study of nearly 1,000 sin-
gle mothers moving from welfare to
work, and they found that many of
these children had been placed in child
care settings where they watched hours
of television or wandered aimlessly and
had little interaction with their care-
givers.

The result: These toddlers showed de-
velopmental delays. When asked to
point to one of three different pictures
in a book, fewer than two out of five of
the toddlers in the study pointed to the
right picture compared to the national
norm of four out of five children.

One of the study’s authors is quoted
as saying, ‘‘We know that high-quality
child care can help children and that
poor children can benefit the most. So
we hope this will be a wake-up call to
do something about the quality of child
care in this country. The quality of
day-care centers is not great for mid-
dle-class families, but it is surprising
and distressing to see the extent to
which welfare families’ quality was
even lower.’’

Colleagues, we ought to know what is
going on with this bill. If we are telling
these mothers they have to work, that
we are not looking at the child care
picture, and their children are in dan-
gerous and inadequate child care cen-
ters and falling further behind develop-
mentally, shouldn’t we know that?
Don’t we want to know the impact?
Can any Senator tell me that is of no
consequence as to how well these chil-
dren do in school? Of course it is.
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I also want to point out that many of

these families have been stigmatized.
We have an additional problem. Again,
I would like to see an analysis of this.
But all too often, too many families
don’t even enter TANF. They do not
know they have the right to receive as-
sistance at the beginning, and, there-
fore, in this affluent economy we see a
rise in the use of food banks and shel-
ters. It is amazing. Everybody is claim-
ing success.

The 50-percent reduction in the wel-
fare rolls has hardly reduced poverty.
In many cases, children are poorer now
than they were before. In all too many
cases families don’t even know they
are eligible to receive this assistance,
and they don’t.

I will save some of my time in case
there is a response to the debate. But I
want to talk about a report released
yesterday by the National Campaign
for Jobs and Income. It is a new coali-
tion of antipoverty groups.

They found a couple of results that
are very distressing. In too many cases
families are eligible still for medical
assistance and food stamp assistance
when they move from welfare to work,
but at the local county level they are
not told they are eligible. That is in-
credible. That is absolutely incredible.

Let me talk about Medicaid and what
is happening under welfare reform.

Despite the creation of the State
Child Health Insurance Program,
CHIPS, which provide resources to
States, the total number of low-income
children enrolled in Medicaid in the
State CHIP program combined has ac-
tually decreased in the 12 States with
the largest number of uninsured chil-
dren between 1996 and 1998.

A study in the January issue of
Health Fairs found that 41 percent of
the women surveyed lacked health in-
surance one year after leaving welfare.
Forty-one percent of these women no
longer have any coverage. Their fami-
lies don’t have coverage. Only 36 per-
cent of the women had been able to re-
tain their Medicaid coverage. The same
study found that 23 percent of the
women with children were also unin-
sured. Some were about to keep their
insurance. But 23 percent were unin-
sured one year after losing welfare ben-
efits.

I ask you to vote for an amendment
that says we ought to do an evaluation
of the impact of their welfare bill on
the poverty of children. If 23 percent of
the children one year after their moth-
ers leave welfare no longer are covered
and no longer have any health insur-
ance coverage, that is a serious con-
sequence. We ought to understand that.

According to Families USA, two-
thirds of a million low-income people—
approximately 675,000—lost their Med-
icaid coverage and became uninsured
as a result of the welfare bill.

Families are losing Medicaid cov-
erage under welfare reform because:
No. 1, they are basically not being told
they are entitled to it at the local
level.

No. 2, you have these complex rules,
and it is very difficult for people to
know their rights. Legal immigrants,
in particular, are especially confused.

No. 3, antiquated computer systems.
Most States rely on computer systems
that were designed for welfare pro-
grams, not Medicaid. As a result, these
systems produce letters that are tech-
nical and difficult to understand. When
families are pushed off welfare right
away they don’t even know they are
entitled to medical assistance.

Now for the second set of disturbing
facts. Sometimes facts make Members
uncomfortable—or they should make
Members uncomfortable. According to
the USDA, 30 million people live in a
‘‘food insecure’’ house; 40 percent of
them are children; 12.5 million children
are ‘‘food insecure’’—that is another
way of saying going hungry or mal-
nourished.

I have talked about all of the people
who have been pushed off welfare. Ac-
cording to a study by the USDA, more
than one-third of those eligible for the
Food Stamp Program are not receiving
the benefits. A General Accounting Of-
fice report released last year found
food stamp participation dropped fast-
er than related indicators would pre-
dict.

Furthermore, GAO points out there
is a growing gap between the number of
children living in poverty, an impor-
tant indicator of children’s need for
food assistance and the number of chil-
dren receiving food assistance. That
food stamp participation dropped fast-
er than related economic indicators
would indicate simply means we have
hardly made a dent in reducing pov-
erty. We have many poor children in
the country. The Food Stamp Program
was the major safety net program for
poor children in America and we have
seen a dramatic decline in participa-
tion. Probably as many as 33 percent of
the children should be receiving the
help, and they are not. Therefore, they
are hungry, they are malnourished, and
therefore they can’t do as well in
school. And no Senator’s child could do
well in school if their child went to
school malnourished or if their child
was hungry.

These are not my opinions but that
of good researchers. The Urban Insti-
tute report found two-thirds of the
families who left the Food Stamp Pro-
gram were still eligible for food
stamps.

What is going on? We need a policy
evaluation. A July 1999 report, pre-
pared for USDA by Mathematics Policy
Research, identified ‘‘lack of client in-
formation’’ as the barrier to participa-
tion and pointed out that many of
these people who were not partici-
pating were not aware they were eligi-
ble.

At the local level they are not being
told. We have created such a stigma,
we have done so much stereotyping and
bashing of these poor women and chil-
dren and the poor in America today,
that it has filtered down to the local

level. Basically, at the local level peo-
ple don’t even know they have the
right to get this assistance.

Much of this is happening at the
same time the States are now sitting
on a $7 billion surplus of TANF money.
Colleagues who were for the welfare
bill should be as concerned about this
as I am. There were a number of
States—Minnesota was one last year;
not this year, I am happy to say—that
through a little of bit of accounting
and juggling, used the TANF money for
a tax rebate.

This is what we have: Families who
are not being told they are eligible for
medical assistance, and they are; we
have families not being told they are
eligible for food stamp assistance, and
they are; we have a rise in the use of
food shelters; we have hungry children
in America; we have many families
who no longer receive medical assist-
ance 1 year after the welfare bill; we
have the vast majority of the women
no longer on welfare and still don’t
make even poverty wages; and we have
a whole group of other recipients and
women who have severely disabled
children or they had children when
they were children, who do not have
the skills development or have strug-
gled with addiction, or we have, unfor-
tunately, a central issue of violence in
the home, women who have been bat-
tered over and over again. They need to
have the support services so they can
move from welfare to work and be able
to support their children in this pros-
perous economy.

The Governors came here and said,
several years ago: Trust us, trust us,
trust us.

Some States are doing good work.
The Chair was a Governor of New
Hampshire. Some States are doing
good work.

I can’t believe they are sitting on $7
billion in TANF money, some of which
could go into training, some of which
could go into education, some of which
could go into the support services.
That is what this was all about.

There is reason to be concerned. Not
later than June 1, 2001, and prior to the
reauthorization of this bill, let’s call
upon the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to make a report on
the poverty of children in America and
in particular on the welfare bill and
how it has affected the economic status
of the children in these families.

The reason I offered this amendment
is manyfold, but let me make it two-
fold. First, there is disturbing evidence
based upon reports that we are now
seeing an increase of children who are
among the poorest of poor in America.
Second, there is disturbing evidence
that very few of these families have ac-
tually moved from welfare to escape
poverty. There is clear evidence that
many of the families have now lost
their medical assistance and are worse
off. In addition, there is clear evidence
that many of these children and many
of these families are eligible for food
stamp assistance, which is particularly
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important in making sure that chil-
dren don’t go hungry, and they are not
being told about it.

The second reason I bring this
amendment to the floor is I think there
should be an up-or-down vote. Members
can’t argue that this is irrelevant to
the discussion at hand. The Yale-
Berkeley study sends chills down my
spine. There has also been a national
report. I know there was a New York
Times article about it. What has hap-
pened with many of these families is
the mothers work, but all too often
they have to leave at 6 by bus. It takes
them 2 hours. There is not adequate
transportation. They don’t have a car
or they may live in a rural area. They
don’t get home until 8 o’clock at night.
The child care situation is frightening.
A lot of the child care for these chil-
dren is dangerous and inadequate, at
best. These children should be valued
as much as our children.

Colleagues, I wait for a response.
How much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 281⁄2 minutes remaining.
Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask my col-

league from Georgia whether there is
any response.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
did not hear the Senator’s question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to the Senator from Georgia, I re-
serve the remainder of my time. I have
tried to make the following arguments.
I have tried to say there is disturbing
evidence, outside reports that all may
not be right with what is happening.
Before we reauthorize this bill, we
ought to have a policy evaluation of
the impact on poor children. Then I
went on and tried to give examples. I
can repeat them if my colleague wants
me to. It is in my head and my heart.

My second point has been I certainly
hope this amendment will not be tabled
because I think it has everything to do
with education. I think it is terribly
important.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 59 minutes. The Senator from
Minnesota has 28 minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. It might be helpful
to the Senator from Minnesota to
know I do not believe there will be a
rebuttal to his amendment. It is my in-
tention to yield back our time at the
appropriate moment.

I am unaware of anybody who has ex-
pressed to me an interest in debating
his amendment. If the Senator wanted
to use the remainder of his time, this
would be the time to do it.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
gather from what my colleague said
that means if there is not a rebuttal,
there is going to be a good strong vote
for this amendment? Is that what my
colleague is saying? That would please
me.

Mr. COVERDELL. Anybody who pre-
dicts the legislative process is probably

the same person who gets his own at-
torney.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Is my colleague
going to move to table?

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes, I am.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

thank my colleague from Georgia. Here
is what I am concerned about now. I
want to say this to the Senator from
Georgia.

The background of this is, I have for
the last 2 years, off and on, been trying
to get a policy evaluation of the bill.
This time I focused on the poverty of
children because I thought it was so
important, so relevant to education. I
believe that. I think my colleague from
Georgia does.

I say to the Senator, he does not have
to respond. We will see what the House
does. It is a tax bill. It may go to the
President, and it could very well be ve-
toed. If that happens, then I have to
come back with this amendment on an-
other vehicle, but I certainly hope if we
go to conference committee this
amendment will not be dropped.

I am going to call for a record vote
because I want everybody on record.
What has happened in the past is I will
come out and then it will get dropped.
First, we lost on a vote, a slightly dif-
ferent amendment. Then the next one
was dropped.

I know I speak with emotion about
this, but I really do think it makes
sense before we reauthorize by 2001—
before we reauthorize in 2002, we ought
to know what the impact is. I have pre-
sented a lot of studies that should
trouble all of us. I think it is terribly
relevant to how well our children do.

I thank the Senator from Georgia be-
cause he could have come out and tried
to give this the back of his hand and
tabled it. I appreciate the fact he did
not. I do not think Senators should
vote against this amendment. What I
hope is it will stay in conference com-
mittee. I make that request to my col-
league.

I have been on votes that have been
99–1, where I am the 1. Obviously, I
have not persuaded too many people.
And then I have been involved in votes
that are closer. If this is almost a
unanimous vote or a unanimous vote, I
would like Senators to know: You are
on record. When we vote we are on
record. I want Senators to know when
you vote you are on record saying it is
important we have a thorough policy
evaluation done of the effect of the
welfare bill on children. We want to
know if there has been a rise in the
poorest of the poor children. We want
to know what the gap is between those
families who are working and poverty-
level income. Are they moving to eco-
nomic self-sufficiency? We want to
know what has happened with other
programs such as food stamp programs
and why there has been such a drop in
food stamp participation, way below
the drop in poverty. We want to know
what is going on. We want to know
what is going on with child care. I am
troubled by all these reports about the

dangers due to inadequate child care
for these children.

The way I look at it, I say to Senator
COVERDELL, the evidence is irrefutable
that probably the most important
thing any of us could do is try to make
sure prekindergarten kids get the de-
velopmental child care from parents—
or whoever, if the parents work—so
they come to kindergarten ready to
learn and not way behind.

I want all Senators to know you are
on record supporting this policy eval-
uation. I have been trying to do this
for several years. I appreciate the sup-
port. It is not a small question. Chil-
dren who are hungry do not do well in
school. Children who receive no health
care coverage or dental care where
they have an abscessed tooth and infec-
tion do not do well in school. Children
who have been in inferior prekinder-
garten situations, inadequate child
care, do not do well in school. Children
who are homeless do not do well in
school. And children who are among
the poorest of the poorest of the poor
citizens of this country, living in
households at less than half the pov-
erty-level income, do not do well in
school.

I think it is important we get a han-
dle on what it means that in the most
affluent country in the world, with an
economy booming and record sur-
pluses, we have 12.5 million children
who are ‘‘food insecure.’’

We can do better, and we will do bet-
ter when we are willing to do an honest
evaluation as to what is happening.

I thank my colleague from Georgia. I
take his support not as a sort of effort
to trivialize this but as sincere sup-
port. It means a lot to me.

Before I yield the floor, I ask my col-
league, I would like to have the vote. I
would like to have everybody on
record. When would we be scheduling
this vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it
is not a precise science we are dealing
with here, but it is contemplated that
we will move from the Senator’s
amendment to an amendment by Sen-
ator HUTCHISON of Texas, to an amend-
ment by Senator MURRAY of Wash-
ington, and perhaps one other which is
being discussed from Senator ROTH,
which is a managers’ amendment. Then
all those would be voted on back to
back. My guess is, if that is the general
plan and it occurs that way—as the
Senator knows, these things are some-
times subject to some modification—I
think that is a pretty good description
of what is likely to happen and that
would probably happen around 5:30 or 6
o’clock. It is contemplated the Senator
wants a vote on his amendment. It will
be in that stacked series of votes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

VerDate 16-FEB-2000 03:16 Mar 02, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G01MR6.068 pfrm01 PsN: S01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1013March 1, 2000
Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-

league from Georgia, what would be
best for Senators’ schedules would be
stacked votes, either later today or
early tomorrow morning; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. The purpose
for that is we are trying to facilitate
people offering amendments, trying to
keep it as near on time as we were
doing with the presentation of the Sen-
ator so people can keep their schedules.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from Georgia. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back his time?

Mr. COVERDELL. Is the Senator
from Minnesota prepared to yield back
his time? I am prepared to yield back
our time on the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
yield back our time.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
yield back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2860

(Purpose: To establish the Careers to
Classrooms Program)

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 2860.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON]
proposes an amendment numbered 2860.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
this amendment adds flexibility to our
school systems. I am working with
Senator JEFFORDS and his committee,
and Senator LEAHY as well, on the
ESEA reauthorization.

I wish to lay down the marker with
this amendment because I think it is
the key to what we are talking about.
We are trying to give parents more op-
tions for their children to make the
choices that are best for each child.

One of the problems we have in high-
needs schools across our country is
that we do not have qualified teachers
to teach subjects that will benefit
young people all over our country. It
may be computer courses. It may be
language courses. Yet we have people
who have had careers—people in the

military, people in corporations and
businesses—who may be proficient in
French and they may live in an area
where the school is not able to teach
French because they do not have a
qualified teacher. This would be a big
benefit to the young people in that
school system if they had that as an
option. It may be the Russian language
or the Chinese language. It may be
computer skills. It may be chemistry
or biology classes. There are so many
areas, but they just are not teacher
qualified.

My bill, which is called Careers to
Classrooms, is being offered as an
amendment to give more flexibility to
the States by allowing them to go to a
high-needs school and give priority in
that high-needs school to recruiting
teachers.

My amendment also encourages a
certification process that will bring the
teacher up to speed quickly. It is an ex-
pedited certification process so the
teacher will not have to wait a whole
year to go into the classroom but can
go through an expedited certification
process by that State.

It is important we replicate the pro-
grams that have succeeded. My Careers
to Classrooms amendment replicates
the Troops to Teachers Program that
has been in place and has been very
successful. It uses retired military peo-
ple who have experience in the mili-
tary which they can transfer to the
classroom and enrich educational op-
portunities for our young people. This
allows people in the private sector to
do the same.

This is similar, but not the same, as
the Graham amendment. The Graham
amendment goes toward the univer-
sities being able to have programs.
Mine is for the States to put these pro-
grams in place.

I urge the adoption of my amend-
ment. I think it adds an enriching ex-
perience for the classrooms, particu-
larly in high-needs schools, whether it
be in an urban community that does
not have access to teachers or in our
rural areas.

I happen to know of a case involving
a woman who was a French major in
college. She had taught French in pri-
vate schools. She moved to a small
town in Texas where they wanted to
offer French in the high school. She
wanted to teach it, but she could not
because she did not have the teacher
certification.

This is made to order for this situa-
tion. This is a French language major
who taught French in private schools
and who wants to give this opportunity
to a small Texas high school. I want
her to be able to do that because we
know those students will be enriched
by having that option.

I urge the adoption of my amend-
ment. I hope we can offer this kind of
enrichment to schools all over our
country by giving the States this op-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask the distin-
guished manager of the bill if I can ask

approval of my amendment. Does he
want a voice vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Texas has completed
her presentation on the amendment,
my suggestion is that we set it aside
and move to other matters. We are try-
ing to determine the sequence of
amendments. Perhaps we can deal with
the amendment either on a recorded
vote or perhaps we can secure a voice
vote in the back-to-back management
of this current series of amendments.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am happy to ac-
commodate whatever works. Is my
amendment the pending amendment?

Mr. COVERDELL. It is at the mo-
ment.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
does the Senator want me to set it
aside?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we may be
able to clear this. We do not know. I
have to check with the Finance Com-
mittee as to how they feel about this.
It may be better to put this in the nor-
mal course of amendments. If we can
do this by voice vote, that will be
great.

Mr. COVERDELL. What we are say-
ing is we have not decided that yet. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be set aside for
the moment. We will proceed with busi-
ness and return to it at the appropriate
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

am going to propound a unanimous
consent in just a moment. I see my col-
league is wishing to make a remark or
two, so I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend from Georgia, there are a num-
ber of meetings taking place tonight,
one at the White House. What we are
trying to do is get things arranged so
we can have votes completed in time
for Senators to go to the White House
for a bipartisan meeting. What we are
trying to do is have Senator MURRAY
take the floor for her amendment at
about 20 until 5. The majority will re-
spond to that. We will then begin a se-
ries of two and possibly three votes,
two recorded votes, maybe one voice
vote. If we can’t do the one by voice,
that will be put over until tomorrow,
so Members have an idea of what we
are trying to do.

Mr. COVERDELL. I appreciate the
remarks of the Senator from Nevada.
They very appropriately characterize
what is being attempted at this point.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the time
in relation to the Murray amendment
on class size be divided with Senator
MURRAY in control of 20 minutes and
Senator COVERDELL control of 10 min-
utes. I further ask consent that at 5:05
p.m. today the Senate proceed to a
vote in relation to the Wellstone
amendment No. 2865, to be followed by
a vote in relation to the Murray
amendment regarding class size. I fur-
ther ask consent that no amendment
be in order to the amendments prior to
the votes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, my only modifica-
tion would be that the vote will be at
approximately 5:05. It may not be ex-
actly at that time because the time
doesn’t add up.

Mr. COVERDELL. I so modify the re-
quest to say approximately 5:05 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. COVERDELL. For the informa-

tion of all Members, this agreement
would provide for the disposition of
two additional amendments. It is hoped
that the Hutchison amendment will be
agreed to by a voice vote; therefore,
Members can expect two or three votes
beginning at approximately 5:05 p.m.
today.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
while we are waiting for the Senator
from Washington to present her
amendment, I thought I would take a
couple of minutes to talk about a cer-
tain section of this longstanding de-
bate.

The day before yesterday, the discus-
sion of the core policy of this piece of
legislation was that we would leave
and not tax the interest buildup on
education savings accounts so that
they would compound themselves more
quickly as an incentive for people to
open the accounts. We are told it will
probably result in 14 million people
opening an account of this nature, and
it will bear the parents of 20 million
children, which is a little over a third
of the entire population of children at-
tending kindergarten through high
school.

So the reach of the legislation we are
debating and amending is very large.
But in the discussion, Senator KERRY
of Massachusetts referred to the fact
that when you leave, you don’t collect
a tax. In his mind, that is an expendi-
ture; we didn’t appropriate it nec-
essarily, but by not collecting that rev-

enue we, in a sense, are appropriating
money.

I find that a flawed theory. Under
that context, every dime we do not
take from a working family or an indi-
vidual belongs to the Government, and
only by the grace of the Government
have we allowed it to stay in the fam-
ily’s checking account.

I won’t say that is a convoluted the-
ory, but it is certainly foreign, I be-
lieve, to the genesis of American lib-
erty which envisioned the proceeds of
the wages that are earned by families
and individuals in our country as be-
longing to them—the people who
earned it. Thomas Jefferson warned us
of Government’s propensity to take too
much from the laborer who produced
the wealth or the income.

So I thought I would take a minute
or two to say that this Senator is
among those who believe the wealth,
the income, the paycheck belongs to
the person who earned it, and Govern-
ment should only, by the most urgent
necessity, tax and remove that re-
source and thereby lessen the ability of
that family or that individual to pur-
sue their dreams and care for their
family and its vision.

This theory, which essentially is the
view that everything that everybody
produces belongs to us up here in
Washington unless we just happen to
gracefully leave it in the family’s
checking account, is not a healthy
idea. And it has come up two or three
times in the debate over these edu-
cation savings accounts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
think under the previous order we
would hear from Senator MURRAY on
her amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2821

(Purpose: To provide for class size reduction
programs)

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Washington (Mrs. MUR-

RAY) proposes an amendment numbered 2821.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
Senate is currently considering the Re-
publican education agenda. I have lis-
tened carefully to the debate over the
last several days.

It seems to me the difference be-
tween the Democratic and Republican
approaches couldn’t be more clear.
Democrats want to invest in policies
that really make a difference for to-
day’s young people. On the other side,
we are hearing the same old song and

dance about tax cuts, vouchers, block
grants, and savings accounts. I fear
those policies will really weaken our
public schools instead of strengthening
them.

The education savings account bill
we are considering today would only
help a very few wealthy families at the
expense of everyone else. I urge my col-
leagues to reject it.

We should be spending our limited
time on the policies that parents and
teachers know work—things such as
smaller classes taught by fully quali-
fied teachers. Those are the policies
that time and time again have pro-
duced real results for our students
—not tax schemes, not funding gim-
micks, not policies that will drain
money away from our public schools.

That is why I am here this afternoon
to introduce my class size amendment
which will provide real help for stu-
dents across the country.

These education savings accounts
will only help a few people with very
high incomes. Unfortunately, families
who aren’t well off need more incen-
tives to save for education. And this
bill doesn’t offer them any. For the 90
percent of Americans whose children
attend public schools, this bill offers
peanuts.

The Joint Tax Committee found that
the average benefit per child in public
school would be between $3 and $7 per
year over a 4-year period. This program
is a backdoor voucher which will drain
money away from our public schools
and take scarce resources from stu-
dents who need them most. All the
while, this bill will do nothing to im-
prove the quality of public education.

I know I am not the only person in
America who thinks we should be in-
vesting in the things that we know
work in education. A recent poll was
conducted for the National Education
Association by two bipartisan research
firms—a Democratic research firm and
a Republican research firm. It found
that Americans want specific policies—
policies such as providing additional
support for students with special needs,
policies such as helping school districts
attract quality teachers, and policies
such as hiring 100,000 new, fully quali-
fied teachers to reduce class sizes in
our country. Those are some of the spe-
cific, concrete policies on which the
American people want us to focus.

In the same poll, the American public
chose education as its No. 1 priority
over tax cuts by a margin of two to
one.

The bill on the floor today ignores
the priorities the American people are
asking us to address.

As a former school board member, let
me give my colleagues a real-life op-
portunity to test this poll’s funding.

Monday night, for many districts, is
‘‘School Board Meeting Night’’ across
the country. If my colleagues want to
know what the education priorities are
at home, all they have to do is attend
a local school board meeting. Senators
will have the ability to see locally-
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elected officials, respected community
activists, parents, and students gather
to discuss priorities and real problems.

School boards all across the country
face very tough issues. I know what
service on a school board is. I know
what school boards are dealing with.
They are grappling with class size, hir-
ing quality teachers, deteriorating fa-
cilities, textbooks, curricula, and other
issues.

I know what school boards are not
dealing with. School boards are not de-
bating tax cuts and vouchers. School
boards are not considering diverting
revenues from public schools to private
schools. But that is what this bill
would do.

This is the wrong education debate
for our country. The right education
debate gives our students the tools and
the support they need to reach their
full potential. Every child in America
deserves a well-trained teacher and a
small class size. When a student’s hand
goes up in the classroom, she should
get the help she needs and the atten-
tion she needs. That is why this Senate
should pass this class-size amendment.

I am offering this amendment for one
reason—to continue the progress we
have made in classrooms across Amer-
ica for the last 2 years. As a former
teacher, I can tell you, it makes a dif-
ference if you have 18 kids in your
classroom instead of 35. Parents know
it, teachers know it, and students know
it. By working together over the past 2
years, we have been able to bring real
results to students.

This year, 1.7 million students across
the country are learning in classrooms
that are less crowded than the year be-
fore; 1.7 million students are in class-
rooms where teachers can spend more
time teaching and less time dealing
with discipline problems; and 1.7 mil-
lion students are in classrooms where
they can get the individual attention
they need and where they will learn
the basics.

That is progress. But it is not
enough. There are still too many stu-
dents in overcrowded classrooms. So
far, we have hired 29,000 new fully
qualified teachers. My class size
amendment will continue our progress.

I recently visited a classroom in Ta-
koma, WA, where they have taken our
class size money and put it into their
first grade classrooms. Now 67 class-
rooms in that district have 15 students
in the first grade. The teachers will say
they know this is the first year they
will be able to say at the end of the
year that every child in their first
grade classroom will be able to read.
There will be direct results from this
program we have passed the last 2
years. They could not make those
promises with 30 kids in the classroom.
They now can as a result of the work
we have done.

I wish to take a moment to go
through the specifics of my amend-
ment. This amendment uses $1.2 billion
to reduce class size, particularly in the
early grades, first through third, using

highly qualified teachers to improve
educational achievement for regular
and special needs children.

This amendment targets the money
where it is needed within the States.
Within States, 100 percent of the funds
go directly to local school districts on
a formula which is 80 percent need-
based and 20 percent enrollment based.
Small school districts that alone may
not generate enough Federal funding to
pay for a new teacher may join to-
gether to generate enough funds to pay
for a new teacher or to institute a top-
notch recruiting program.

This amendment ensures local deci-
sionmaking. Each local school district
board makes the decisions about hiring
and training their new teachers. The
school district must use at least 75 per-
cent of the funds to hire new certified
teachers.

This amendment promotes teacher
quality. Up to 25 percent of the funds
may be used to test new teachers or to
provide professional development to
new and current teachers or of regular
and special needs children. The pro-
gram ensures that all teachers are
fully qualified. Under the amendment,
school districts hire State-certified
teachers so every student will learn
from a highly trained professional.

This amendment is flexible. Any
school district that has already re-
duced class sizes in early grades, to 18
or fewer children, may then use the
funds to further reduce class sizes in
the early grades, to reduce class size in
kindergarten or other grades, or carry
out activities to improve teacher qual-
ity, including professional develop-
ment.

The class size program is simple and
efficient. School districts fill out a
one-page form which is available on-
line. The Department of Education
sends them the money to hire the new
teachers based on need and enrollment.

Let me add that teachers have told
me they have never seen money move
as quickly from Congress to the class-
rooms as they have under our class size
bill.

Finally, this amendment ensures ac-
countability. The amendment clarifies
that the funds are supplementary and
cannot replace current spending on
teachers or teacher salaries. School
districts fill out no new forms to get
the funding, they just add a description
of their class size reduction plan to a
current form. Accountability is assured
by requiring school districts to send a
report card in plain English to their
local community, including informa-
tion about how achievement has im-
proved as a result of reducing class
size.

Those are the specifics of my amend-
ment. I know this amendment will help
my students. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. REID. Before the Senator from
Washington leaves the floor, I say to
her and Members of the Senate how
much I appreciate her leadership on
this issue. She has been the voice

speaking out on this issue time and
time again. I think we in the Senate
should listen to someone with experi-
ence. She served in the school boards
we hear so much about. Why do we not
do what the school boards want? That
is what we are trying to do. We are
doing that through the voice of some-
one who has served on a school board,
who taught in preschool, who has been
a voice on education.

On behalf of the people of the State
of Nevada, I express my appreciation to
Senator MURRAY for leading the Senate
down this road of talking about the im-
portant matters that affect public edu-
cation. That is what the debate should
be: What can we do to provide a better
education for the more than 90 percent
of children in America today who go to
public schools.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. I rise in opposition
to the amendment. I wish to make sev-
eral points. The first point is the Sen-
ator from Washington characterizes
the education savings account as some-
thing that would only benefit a handful
of people who are wealthy. I believe
that is pretty close to what she said.

According to the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, 70 percent of those who would
utilize the education savings account
make $75,000 or less. This is not some-
thing for anybody driving around in a
black limousine. It is wrong to charac-
terize it otherwise.

The second point: the criteria for
these educational savings accounts are
identical to the President’s criteria for
the higher education savings account.
The same folks who use these savings
accounts are the ones who were ap-
plauded by that side of the aisle when
they created a higher education sav-
ings account. There is no difference.
Every ‘‘t’’ is crossed and every ‘‘i’’ is
dotted exactly the way it was done on
the other side of the aisle. We cannot
have it both ways. If they are not rich
over here, they are not rich over here.
The point is, the vast majority of ac-
counts are utilized by middle-class
folks and low-income people.

No. 2, this is the fourth attempt from
the other side of the aisle to gut the
creation of the education savings ac-
count. Who do they leave behind? The
14 million American families, 20 mil-
lion American children who would save
on their own $12 billion that would go
to help education. By simply cutting
out the funds as the amendment of the
Senator does, $1.2 billion, she robs the
Nation of $12 billion in resources that
would come freely from families in-
vesting in these accounts utilizing
their own money. It is bad economic
policy to leave $12 billion sitting on the
table.

The Senator in her amendment
strikes the provision that allows 1 mil-
lion students in college to receive pre-
paid tuition in the 43 States that do
that, including her State, from their
prepaid tuition being taxed when they
get it. We are trying to leave the re-
source there so it can be used for the
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college education. The amendment
guts it.

Last, the proponents of the amend-
ment, as is so often the case, say we
will do something for you. But read the
language under ‘‘use of the funds.’’
They are mandatory uses. It is a long
series. If you want to play ball with the
Federal Government, you have to hop-
scotch through every hurdle, every
loophole, every this, every that, page
after page, reports, qualifications—
mandatory.

It is reinforcement of the entire con-
cept of oversight by the big principal in
Washington. That is not what America
wants. It wants its schools governed at
home.

Time is limited; we have 5 minutes
remaining in our time. I see Senator
GREGG of New Hampshire, and I yield
the remainder of our time to Senator
GREGG of New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes 40 seconds.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Georgia. I appreciate
his hard work on this bill. He has cer-
tainly outlined most eloquently the
importance of these savings accounts
to education and how the dollars that
will be going into the savings accounts
will have a multilayer effect and grow
radically, thus increasing the oppor-
tunity for more and more kids and
more and more families to experience
the American dream of going to col-
lege. They are using these dollars for
other educational activities.

I wish to speak specifically to the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington State. This amendment is mis-
directed. It has come to the floor on a
number of other occasions and it has
been misdirected every time it came to
the floor. It has been put forward by
the administration as basically a poll-
ing amendment. I mean they went out
and polled the term and then they con-
cluded that term polled well so they
came forward with a program based on
that term.

It does not have anything to do with
quality education. Study after study
has shown the issue of quality edu-
cation is not tied directly to class size.
It is tied to the quality of the teacher
in the classroom. In fact, there was a
recent study done which studied all the
other studies; 300 studies were looked
at by Eric Hanushek of the University
of Rochester. His conclusion was this,
looking at 300 different studies on this
specific issue: Class size reduction has
not worked; the quality of the teacher
is much more important than class
size.

Equally important to that issue is
the fact this is a straw dog amend-
ment; 43 of the States in this country
already are below what the President
wants in class size ratio, 18–1. So the
amendment really is not for the pur-
pose of reducing class size; it is for the
purpose of putting out a political state-
ment.

Let’s do something about education.
That is what the Republican side of
this aisle wants to do. So we have come
forward with something called the
Teacher Empowerment Act. Rather
than having Washington put a strait-
jacket on the communities where they
have to use this money for one thing
and one thing only, which is to hire
new teachers—many school systems
not needing new teachers; what they
really need is keep the good teachers
they already have and they are having
trouble doing that—rather than having
this straitjacket from Washington de-
livered by the Clinton administration
and the Members on the other side of
the aisle, we said: Let’s give the local
communities the opportunity to give
them what they need, the Teacher Em-
powerment Act.

It says we will take the funds sug-
gested by the Senator from Washington
and put them in the proper vehicle,
which happens to be the Elementary
and Secondary School Act, which is
being marked up today, and we will
allow those funds to be used by local
communities to assist in addressing
their teacher needs. They can use it for
teacher education; they can use it for
paying good teachers more money to
keep them there in the school system;
they can use it to send teachers out to
get better qualifications and more cer-
tification or, if they want, they can use
it to hire teachers to reduce class size.

We give the local school system a se-
ries of options, which is exactly what
should happen. We in Washington
should not be saying to every school
system in America that in order to get
these funds it has to add another
teacher because that may not be what
the local school system needs. There
are numerous school systems in this
country that have great teachers that
they are losing because the tremendous
demand of the marketplace is taking
those teachers out of the school system
and putting them in the private sector,
especially in the math and science
areas. So what that school system
needs is the ability to pay them a dif-
ferential, pay them a little more
money. This gives them that option.

The Republican proposal is a logical
proposal. It is a proposal that addresses
the needs of the school systems, the
needs of the principals in the school
systems, the needs of the superintend-
ents in the school systems and, most
important, the needs of the teachers in
the school systems and the needs of the
parents whose children those teachers
teach, rather than addressing some
polling data that happens to make a
nice political statement but ends up
straitjacketing the local communities
and the parents and teachers in those
local communities.

That is the difference. To begin with,
the Coverdell bill is the wrong place for
this amendment. The amendment is
bad to begin with, as I just noted, and
I noted why it is bad, but it has no
place in this bill. We are in the process
of marking this specific issue up in

committee. In fact, today we heard
from the Senator from Washington; we
heard from the Senator from Massa-
chusetts as to how class size was going
to be one of the two essential issues
they intended to raise in the com-
mittee as we marked up the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act.
That is very appropriate. That is where
the debate should occur.

In that bill already is the TEA bill,
the Teacher Empowerment Act. They
don’t like it because it gives freedom
to local school districts and they want
to keep control in Washington. I can
understand that is their political phi-
losophy, but that debate should occur
in the committee of jurisdiction on the
bill appropriate to the issue. It should
not occur on this bill, which is a bill to
expand and empower parents and kids
so they can go to college, so they can
pursue other types of educational ex-
cellence activities.

The Coverdell idea is a superb idea
and it certainly should not be mucked
up, the water should not be discolored
as a result of putting out what is basi-
cally a proposal that has no relevance
to this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington has 9 minutes
remaining.

Mrs. MURRAY. How much time is
left on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mrs. MURRAY. I will just take a few
minutes to wrap up and then I can
yield my time. A number of Senators
want to vote. They have other business
to do.

Let me respond to the Senators from
Georgia and New Hampshire. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is correct.
We are in markup on the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act in com-
mittee. Unfortunately, we just gave po-
litical speeches this morning and were
not able to offer our amendments and
go through that process. I know the
committee intends to do that, but the
majority decided what was going to be
on the floor today—their education
policy. This is what we are debating.
This is our opportunity as Democrats
to say what we believe is important.

We believe clearly that we have a
choice. We can take very important
Federal resources and offer them to
families who are wealthy enough to put
$2,000 away and get $3 to $7 back in a
tax cut, or we can use that money for
programs that we know work.

The Senator from New Hampshire in-
dicated he did not believe class size re-
duction worked. Let me tell you two
things, Mr. President. First of all, a
very important study that was com-
pleted, a STAR study from Tennessee,
that followed kids in the early grades,
first through third grade, in small
classes, and then watched their
progress until they graduated a year
ago, clearly found students in small
classes, as we are asking this money to
go for, had fewer discipline problems,
graduated with higher scores in math
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and English, and in much greater num-
bers went on to college.

What Member of this Senate has not
been out here to say those are goals
every one of us has: Better discipline
and higher scores in math and English
and higher rates of students going on
to college? That is clearly a goal for all
of us in public education. It is the
STAR study and other studies that
have shown it works.

We are saying if we want to provide
this money, we should do it for pro-
grams that work for kids. The manda-
tory provision the Senator from Geor-
gia spoke to in the bill is, I believe, 13
lines long and merely says what this
money goes for is for class size reduc-
tion with a quality teacher in every
classroom. It provides some of those
funds for training those teachers be-
cause that is a critical issue. I abso-
lutely agree.

Finally, let me say from a personal
perspective, having been in a classroom
as a teacher with a large class and a
small class, I can tell you what the dif-
ference is. The difference between the
large class and small class is the dif-
ference between crowd control and
teaching; having the time to work indi-
vidually with students, to understand
what their needs are, to help them get
through the difficult processes of learn-
ing in the early grades: Reading, writ-
ing and math. Those are very basic
skills that a child needs to have.

It is very clear to me we have a
choice between a few families in this
country who can afford to put away
several thousand dollars a year and
only get $3 to $7 back—a very few fami-
lies—or we can use this money in a way
that absolutely makes a difference in
early grades for our children.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and ask them to seriously
consider what education policies we be-
lieve are important for families across
this country. I believe reducing class
size, providing quality teachers, mak-
ing sure our schools are safe, are im-
portant criteria and a responsibility
for us at the Federal level, to work in
partnerships with our State and local
school boards to make sure every child
in this country—every child, not just a
few—is able to learn to read and write
and be a success.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port Senator MURRAY’s amendment to
provide $1.2 billion dollars to help re-
duce class size in the early grades by
hiring 100,000 new teachers. The Cover-
dell bill does nothing to help improve
public schools that need assistance. In-
stead it diverts scare resources to
wealthy families in private schools,
when 90% of the nation’s students at-
tend public schools.

Research has documented what par-
ents and teachers have always known
intuitively—smaller classes improve
student achievement. In small classes,
students receive more individual atten-
tion and instruction. Students with

learning disabilities are identified ear-
lier, and their needs can be met with-
out placing them in costly special edu-
cation. In small classes, teachers are
better able to maintain discipline. Par-
ents and teachers can work together
more effectively to support children’s
education. We also know that over-
crowded classrooms undermine dis-
cipline and decrease student morale.

Project STAR studied 7,000 students
in 80 schools in Tennessee. Students in
small classes performed better than
students in large classes in each grade
from kindergarten through third grade.
Follow-up studies show that the gains
lasted through at least eighth grade,
and the gains were larger for minority
students.

STAR students were less likely to
drop out of high school, and more like-
ly to graduate in the top 25% of their
classes. Research also shows that
STAR students in smaller classes in
grades K–3 were between 6 and 13
months ahead of their regular-class
peers in math, reading, and science in
grades 4, 6, and 8. Michigan, California,
Nevada, Florida, Texas, Utah, Illinois,
Indiana, New York, Oklahoma, Iowa,
Minnesota, Massachusetts, South Caro-
lina, and Wisconsin have initiated or
considered STAR-like class size reduc-
tion efforts.

In Wisconsin, the Student Achieve-
ment Guarantee in Education program
is helping to reduce class size in grades
K–3 in low-income communities. A
study found that students in the small-
er classes had significantly greater im-
provements in reading, math, and lan-
guage tests than students in bigger
classes. The largest achievement gains
were among African-American boys.

In Flint, Michigan, efforts over the
last three years to reduce class size in
grades K–3 have produced a 44% in-
crease in reading scores and an 18% in-
crease in math scores.

Because of the Class Size Reduction
Act, 1.7 million children are benefit-
ting from smaller classes this year.
29,000 were hired with fiscal year 1999
funds. 1,247 are teaching in the first
grade, reducing class sizes from 23 to
17. 6,670 are teaching in the second
grade, reducing class size from 23 to 18.
6,960 are teaching in the third grade,
reducing class size from 24 to 18. 2,900
are in grades 4–12. 290 special education
teachers have been hired. And, on aver-
age, 7% of the funds are being used for
professional development for these new
teachers.

The Boston School District received
$3.5 million this year to reduce class
size. As a result, Boston was able to
hire 40 new teachers, reducing class
size from 28 students to 25 in the first
and second grades.

In Mississippi, Jackson Public
Schools used its $1.3 million federal
grant to hire 20 new teachers to reduce
class size in 1st grade classrooms from
21 to 15, and in 2nd and 3rd grade class-
rooms from 21 to 18.

In New Hampshire, the Manchester
School District received $634,000 and

was able to hire 19 new teachers in
grades 1–3, particularly in its English
as a Second Language and special edu-
cation programs, reducing the average
class size from 28 students to 18.

In Ohio, the Columbus Public School
District has hired 58 fully certified
teachers with funds from the class size
reduction program, and placed these
teachers in 14 high-poverty, low-per-
forming schools, reducing class size in
grades 1 to 3 from 25 to 15. Along with
proven-effective reading programs such
as Success for All, class size reduction
is a central part of efforts by the City
of Columbus to improve low-per-
forming schools.

Senator MURRAY’s amendment is an
important amendment which deserves
the Senate’s consideration, and I urge
the Senate to approve it. The nation’s
children and the nation’s future de-
serve no less.

AMENDMENT NO. 2865

Mr. COVERDELL. By a previous
unanimous consent agreement, I be-
lieve the order of business is to move
to the Wellstone amendment for a vote.
Have the yeas and nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have.

Mr. COVERDELL. I assume we will
proceed to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2865. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
BOND) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 89,
nays 9, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 20 Leg.]

YEAS—89

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inonye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrien
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—9

Craig
Enzi
Gramm

Inhofe
Nickles
Smith (NH)

Thomas
Thompson
Voinovich

NOT VOTING—2

Bond McCain
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The amendment (No. 2865) was agreed

to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2821

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the Murray
amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the next
vote in this series be limited to 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
have the yeas and nays been called for?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have not been ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The Senator from Washington yields

back her time. The question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 2821. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
and the Senator from Missouri Mr.
BOND) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 21 Leg.]
YEAS—42

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg

Leahy
Levin
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—56

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell

Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Bond McCain

The amendment (No. 2821) was re-
jected.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2860

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
believe the next order of business is the
Hutchison amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the
Hutchison amendment.

The amendment (No. 2860) was agreed
to.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the Mack-Hatch
amendment No. 2827 and that following
the reporting by the clerk, the Senate
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness with Members permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

I further ask consent that the Senate
resume the pending bill at 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday and that there be 30 minutes
equally divided in the usual form, to be
followed by a vote in relation to the
Mack-Hatch amendment. I ask that no
second-degree amendments be in order
prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. In light of this
agreement, there will be no further
votes this evening and the first vote to-
morrow will occur at 10 a.m.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for infor-
mation purposes, it is my under-
standing in the morning we will do the
Hatch amendment. It is my further un-
derstanding after that we will move to
the Roth amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes, I have the
consent request I will read.

Mr. REID. That is fine.
Mr. COVERDELL. I further ask con-

sent that following the disposition of
the Hatch amendment, Senator ROTH
or his designee be recognized in order
to call up the Roth amendment. I also
ask consent that immediately upon re-
porting of the amendment, Senator
GRAHAM of Florida be recognized in
order to offer a second-degree amend-
ment relating to offsets.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be a total of 30 minutes equally divided
in the usual form with respect to both
amendments. Finally, I ask that fol-
lowing the use or yielding back of
time, the Senate proceed to a vote on
or in relation to the Graham amend-
ment, to be followed by a vote on or in
relation to the Roth amendment, as
amended, if amended.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I ask that there be
a number assigned to the Roth amend-
ment. Do we have a number on that? Is
this the one that is going to be offered
for the purpose of substituting original
text? We want to make sure if, in fact,
the Roth amendment is adopted the
legislation remains amendable.

Mr. COVERDELL. There is no intent
to alter that plan.

Mr. REID. My only other suggestion
is that the time be 1 hour equally di-
vided. We believe we can do it more
quickly, but at this time, there is a re-
quest for more time.

Mr. COVERDELL. It says 30 minutes
for each amendment. Does the Senator
want to make it an hour for each one?

Mr. REID. I believe 30 minutes for
each amendment will be adequate, but
let’s cover the phone call we just re-
ceived.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
modify the unanimous consent request
to read according to the request of the
Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Also, Mr. President, we
will have no objection, but for the in-
formation of Senators, especially those
on my side, following the disposition of
the Roth amendment, as amended by
Graham, we are going to move to the
Boxer amendment, the Feinstein-Ses-
sions amendment, and thereafter, we
will probably move to either the
amendment of Senator DORGAN or Sen-
ator KENNEDY or Senator SCHUMER. We
have their amendments lined up. The
first two will be Boxer and Feinstein.
We should be able to move through the
next amendments in the next day or
two.

Mr. COVERDELL. In conjunction
with the Senator’s question about the
Roth amendment, I think this lan-
guage will clarify it. And with respect
to the Roth amendment, if agreed to, it
will be considered as original text for
the purpose of further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2827

(Purpose: To eliminate the marriage penalty
in the reduction in permitted contribu-
tions to education individual retirement
accounts)
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the amendment.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-

DELL], for Mr. MACK, for himself and Mr.
HATCH, proposes an amendment numbered
2827.

The amendment is as follows:
In subsection (a) of section 101, add at the

end the following:
(4) ELIMINATION OF THE MARRIAGE PENALTY

IN THE REDUCTION IN PERMITTED CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Section 530(c)(1) (relating to reduc-
tion in permitted contributions based on ad-
justed gross income) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$150,000’’ in subparagraph
(A)(ii) and inserting ‘‘$190,000’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ in subparagraph
(B) and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’.

BUELL ELEMENTARY SHOOTING
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am sad-

dened to come to the floor this after-
noon to speak about a tragedy that oc-
curred yesterday in my home State of
Michigan.

Yesterday morning, in room No. 6 at
Buell Elementary School in Mount
Morris Township near Flint, a first-
grade student allegedly shot and killed
his young classmate, Kayla Rolland.

We don’t yet know all the facts about
how the first-grader gained access to
the handgun or whether the shooting
was accidental or intentional. We do
know, however, that one girl lost her
young life in this tragedy and the chil-
dren at Buell Elementary are scared
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and confused and their parents deeply
concerned.

Although grief counselors and social
workers are at the elementary school
now and will work their hardest to help
these children understand and cope
with the trauma, there is really no
amount of counseling that can replace
the innocence these children have lost.

The class of 22 students who wit-
nessed the shooting is looking for an-
swers and so are most of the rest of us.
How can we make sense of this tragedy
and the apparent relative ease with
which a 6-year-old brought a 32-caliber
semiautomatic handgun to school?

It is impossible to come to terms
with this or any of the other shooting
tragedies in this country that claim
the lives of 12 children on the average
each day. Yet always after a tragedy
such as this one, we ask ourselves if it
could have been prevented. The answer
is a resounding yes. Congress can and
must work to keep guns out of the
hands of children.

It has now been almost 1 year since
the deadly shooting at Columbine and
still Congress has done nothing to help
prevent these school shootings.

Lori Mizzi-Spillane, a Michigan coor-
dinator of the Million Mom March, an
organization advocating for stricter
Federal firearms laws, asks in her
words, ‘‘What is it going to take now
for people to wake up?’’

What will it take for us to ‘‘wake up’’
and pass legislation requiring firearms
to be sold or transferred with storage
or safety devices? What will it take for
us to ‘‘wake up’’ and pass child access
prevention legislation which would re-
quire that adults store firearms safely
and securely in places that are reason-
ably inaccessible to children? To-
gether, both Houses must enact these
and other commonsense gun safety re-
forms that will keep our young people
alive.

We should also note that the semi-
automatic handgun that was report-
edly used by the 6-year-old is a Satur-
day-night special, or junk gun, manu-
factured by one of the same companies
that recently filed for bankruptcy pro-
tection to evade claims for damages
caused by their product.

Earlier this year, I offered an amend-
ment to the Bankruptcy Reform Act to
prevent gun manufacturers from
tactically using bankruptcy laws to
evade accountability. That amendment
would have held those companies re-
sponsible if they produced unsafe prod-
ucts and distributed those products
negligently. The amendment did not
pass, and the gun industry continues to
be the only industry explicitly exempt-
ed from Federal health and safety regu-
lations. As a result, many of the guns
manufactured today lack even the
most basic kind of safety devices. We
should repeal this privileged position
of gun manufacturers and also require
that all firearms are personalized or
child-proofed so they cannot be fired by
unauthorized users.

I extend my thoughts and my prayers
to Kayla’s family, and I know I do on

behalf of every Member of the Senate.
No family should have to suffer what
this family has suffered in the last 2
days and what they will continue to
suffer as long as they live. We will
work ever harder to reduce the toll of
gun violence for all the children of
America.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.

CONSERVATION AND
REINVESTMENT ACT

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, most
certainly I hope the cameras can get a
great shot of this beautiful poster. It
says: Parks and recreation: The bene-
fits are endless. This is a picture of a
Little League team. I do not exactly
know from which State they hail, but
it is from one of our great States. This
is a team; and you can tell they are
having a lot of fun.

To me and many of us who are work-
ing on a very important environmental
bill, this poster represents something
that is absolutely essential for our
country today and is something that
has been a joy to work on in this Con-
gress and something on which we are
making such progress.

Besides a great education for kids, we
also have to give them a place to grow
up and ball teams to belong to. It
builds character and it teaches them
how to work together and how to be
productive.

Really, life is a lot about teamwork.
We learn that in the Senate. We learn
it in classrooms. We also learn it on
ball fields all over this great country
and around the world.

I want to take a moment, if I can, to
say a couple words about a bill intro-
duced last night by a group of us. I
thank Senators TRENT LOTT, FRANK
MURKOWSKI, JOHN BREAUX, and DIANNE
FEINSTEIN for being cosponsors. Sen-
ator EVAN BAYH indicated to me a few
minutes ago he is anxious to join with
us; and also Senator CAMPBELL men-
tioned his interest. I am sure there will
be many who support us as the word
gets out about this particular bill. It is
S. 2123 that was filed. It is the exact
version of a bill that was worked out in
a great compromise in the House about
the ways we should reinvest our oil and
gas revenues to provide for the expan-
sion and full funding of our land,
water, and conservation funds, which
would fund thousands of opportunities
such as this for the children I just men-
tioned.

It would fund significantly our wild-
life conservation programs in this
country, not necessarily dictated from
Washington but actually decisions
made at the State and local levels
where, with regard to game and
nongame species, special methods can
be used; one size doesn’t fit all.

Significant to my State of Louisiana
as a producing State, this particular
bill would provide some significant re-
sources to address the great coastal

needs of Louisiana, Mississippi, Ala-
bama, Texas, but also of New Jersey,
California, Washington, and all of our
coastal States, including our Great
Lakes States. Whether we drill or not—
and there are no incentives for drill-
ing—it will be a great resource to help
restore our coastlines, help stop the
erosion, and help preserve wetlands in
this Nation and our State of Louisiana,
which represents over 60 percent of the
coastal wetlands in the United States,
and 40 percent of the commercial fish-
eries, the habitat of which rests in
these wetlands. So it is a tremendous
treasure.

This bill was introduced along with
others we have before our Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources. I
thank the growing number of Senators
who have stepped up to the plate to try
to help us pass what is arguably the
most important conservation and envi-
ronmental bill in the last 100 years.

To my friends who are concerned
about more acquisition of Federal land,
I will share a few thoughts from DON
YOUNG, who has been the leader on the
House committee, who has been a
champion of private property rights, a
champion of the outdoors. They joked
earlier today that he carries a knife. I
guess it is OK in the House because he
has one. If worse comes to worst, he
may use it to help get this bill passed.
I think that is probably going too far.
But trust me, he is an outdoorsman
from Alaska; he knows about private
property rights.

He says the bill we are debating, S.
25, and also this new bill, S. 2123, which
reflects the compromise he and Con-
gressman MILLER from California
worked out, would actually improve
the position of Western States that are
concerned that perhaps this bill gives
even more money to purchase land be-
cause, in fact, any administration can
do that, and right now some adminis-
trations have done it without much
oversight from Congress.

This bill provides the proper partner-
ship and balance between the adminis-
tration and Congress. This bill gives
the appropriators and the authorizing
committee the authority and encour-
ages them to actually make the deci-
sions about what lands will be pur-
chased. In addition, what I think is so
right about what Chairman DON YOUNG
says, is that our environmental efforts
need to be about much more than just
acquiring more land; we have to take
care of the land we already own. I
think the Chair would agree with that.
That is what the bill does.

I reach out to my colleagues from
Western States, many of whom have
supported this effort, many of whom
have other concerns and have hesitated
so far with their endorsement, to ask
them to really look at western values
within the Conservation and Reinvest-
ment Act piece that is being circulated
and really look at what an improve-
ment this bill offers over the current
status quo.

My last point is actually a word to
the White House and to the President,
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first to thank the President for his
leadership in lands legacy. He has a
tremendous idea about trying to leave
a great legacy. Of course, he has done
many good things in his time as Presi-
dent for these 8 years. He has been a
leader in the environmental effort. I so
appreciate that; many of us do.

I thank him for laying down a mark
on lands legacy but urge him to con-
sider that this piece of legislation is
permanent in nature. It is broader than
the vision he has outlined. And it is an
improvement. It brings in the East and
the West, the North and the South. It
helps urban areas and rural areas be-
cause we have added urban parks and
historic preservation. There have been
some great improvements dem-
onstrated through the development of
this piece of legislation.

I thank him for his great leadership,
acknowledge the work of many people
in the White House, but urge them to
embrace the concept that is now sup-
ported by over 300 Members in the
House. We have a growing number of
Members in the Senate to pass this bill
now.

Some people think we can’t afford it.
If we can’t afford to take $2 billion,
which our bill is calling for, out of ar-
guably a $3 trillion surplus—if you
want to take Social Security com-
pletely off the plate, which I want to
do, and give very conservative esti-
mates, it leaves us with about $800 bil-
lion to allocate. We can do it through
some tax cuts, which I support, reason-
able and targeted. We can do strategic
investments in education. But there is
one investment I know, besides edu-
cation, the American people want us to
make. That is preserving land that is
lost every hour and every minute, pre-
serving parks for these children, pre-
serving opportunities to hunt and fish,
to take your grandchildren to the pond
outside of your farm or down the road
or across the State line to spend a
weekend in the woods.

I am positive people in Louisiana and
all over America want us to act now.
Ten years is too late. Next year is too
late. My question is, if we can’t afford
to take this money now, which in my
opinion should not be going into the
Federal Treasury because it is taxes
from a resource that is depleting—we
should not be using it in our operating
expenses anyway because one day,
probably in my lifetime, these oil and
gas wells will be dried up—why do we
not take this opportunity in the dawn
of this new century to take some of
this money and give it back to our kids
and our grandkids in ways that are re-
sponsible and meaningful and for some-
thing that is permanent.

In conclusion, I know many people
will thank us for passing this bill, but
the most important group will be our
grandchildren. We will be proud that
we did it.

I look forward to working with all of
my colleagues, Republican and Demo-
crat, to get this bill out of committee,
passed on the floor, and be there for

the signing when the President will en-
thusiastically embrace what we have
done to improve his lands legacy ap-
proach to provide security for Western
Senators, to provide urban help to our
urban areas, and to do it in a way that
is very fair to all parts of the country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print a document in the RECORD
entitled ‘‘Western Values Within the
Conservation and Reinvestment Act of
1999.’’

There being no objection, the docu-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
WESTERN VALUES WITHIN THE CONSERVATION

AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 1999 (CARA)
BACKGROUND

For decades, the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund has made $900 million available for
state and federal land acquisition. State ac-
quisitions are driven by a state planning
process and states and local governments are
responsible for their own plans and receive
direct funding (matched 50/50) based upon a
formula. Since fiscal year 1995, the states
have not received funding from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund.

For federal acquisitions, any amount (up
to $900 million) may be spent on Federal land
acquisition as appropriated through the an-
nual Congressional appropriations process.
There are virtually no restrictions with this
process and almost $300 million has been his-
torically appropriated to purchase new fed-
eral lands. In a recent year, nearly $700 mil-
lion was used to buy private lands.

HOW DOES CARA CHANGE THIS PROCESS TO
PROTECT WESTERN VALUES?

1. By making permanent and dividing (be-
tween the state and federal portions) the $900
million within the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, we require the federal govern-
ment to share half of the LWCF funds with
the states to be spent on locally selected
projects.

2. Each year the Administration must
transmit a list to Congress requesting spe-
cific approval for each tract of land to be ac-
quired.

3. Congress must specifically approve each
project.

4. The Administration must seek to con-
solidate federal land holdings in states with
checkerboard Federal land ownership pat-
terns.

5. The Administration must seek to use ex-
changes and conservation easements as an
alternative to acquisition.

6. The Administration must notify Con-
gress (within the annual request required by
CARA) if tracts are identified for acquisition
from non-willing sellers.

7. Transactions will be carried out with
willing sellers, because CARA prohibits the
government from using adverse condemna-
tion to acquire lands—unless specifically au-
thorized by Congress.

8. The Administration must demonstrate,
to Congress, its authority to carry out the
federal acquisition.

9. 30 days after the submission of the
LWCF acquisition request (new CARA re-
quirement), the Congressional representa-
tives, the Governor, and local government
official must be notified.

10. 30 days after the submission of the
LWCF acquisition request (new CARA re-
quirement), the local public must be notified
in a newspaper that is widely distributed to
the area in which the proposed acquisition is
to take place.

11. Prior to the federal purchase of lands,
all actions required under Federal law must
be completed.

12. Prior to the federal purchase of lands, a
copy of the final NEPA documents must be
given to Congress and the Congressional rep-
resentatives, the Governor, and local govern-
ment officials must be notified that the envi-
ronment work is complete and the docu-
ments are available.

13. CARA requires just compensation for
the taking of private property, as provided
within the Constitution.

14. CARA protects State water rights.
15. CARA provides $200 million annually

for maintenance.
16. CARA provides up to $200 million in ad-

ditional funding for PILT and Refuge Rev-
enue Sharing.

17. CARA will provide the necessary funds
to reduce the $10 billion backlog of willing
sellers stuck within an inholding.

18. Restricts the federal governments regu-
latory ability over all private lands.

19. CARA prohibits funding for wildlife law
enforcement.

20. If revenues for CARA fall, all titles and
programs are reduced proportionally.

BILL AND MELINDA GATES
FOUNDATION

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I would
like to take this opportunity to recog-
nize the extremely generous and
thoughtful gift for the education of our
nation’s children that was announced
today by the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation. Although relatively
young, the Foundation already has a
track record of making significant con-
tributions for the sharing of new tech-
nologies and improving the educational
opportunities of all our children. For
example, in 1999, Bill and Melinda
Gates provided $1 billion to establish
the Gates Millennium Scholars pro-
gram, which will provide scholarships
for academically talented minority
students who would otherwise not have
the financial resources to attend col-
lege.

Today, the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation will announce a new gift of
approximately $350 million, and more
than $200 million of this gift will be di-
rected to Washington state schools and
districts. This gift is comprised of a se-
ries of grants that are designed to raise
academic standards and help all stu-
dents meet those standards.

The grants are broken into two ele-
ments. The first is a series of grants for
the development state, district, school
and classroom leadership. Our edu-
cators are doing an outstanding job
teaching our children. This funding,
however, will give our teachers even
more support and enhance their edu-
cation which will in turn improve the
education of our students. This series
of grants consists of $100 million for
state challenge grants for Leadership
Development, $45 million for the
Teacher Leadership Project, and $25
million for national teacher training
and teacher quality initiatives.

The second series of grants will en-
courage the development of model
schools and districts. Throughout our
state, educators and school administra-
tors have hundreds of innovative and
creative ideas to improve education.
With this funding, educators can turn
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their ideas into reality and implement
new solutions and ways to teach. This
series of grants consist of the $30 mil-
lion Washington State School Grant
Program which will serve approxi-
mately 140 schools, and the $150 million
School District Grant Program which
includes $50 million for 10–11 districts
in Washington State.

Finally, the Foundation is providing
the Seattle School District with a $26
million grant that will assist the dis-
trict in its use of technology to help
students meet Washington state’s chal-
lenging academic standards.

I’m sure my colleagues join me in
thanking Bill and Melinda Gates for
their significant and considerate con-
tribution to education. I know that
current and future generations of stu-
dents will benefit greatly from this
gift. The education of our children is
the key to the success of our country
and the Gateses have given all of our
students an even greater chance of suc-
ceeding.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I want
to share with my colleagues some great
education news for schools in Wash-
ington state and around the country.
Today, the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation announced a nationwide
commitment to provide $350 million
over three years to help students suc-
ceed in the classroom.

As a former educator in Washington
state, I’m especially pleased that more
than $200 million dollars will go to
Washington state classrooms. This gen-
erous contribution will put money
where we know it will make a dif-
ference: helping all students achieve by
developing strong leadership skills in
our teachers and administrators.

As we work here in the Senate on our
national education policy, today’s an-
nouncement is a reminder that edu-
cating our children is a team effort—
and there are important roles for fed-
eral, state, and local officials, as well
as businesses, nonprofit organizations,
and individuals.

For years, the people I represent
have seen first-hand the generosity and
sense of community that Bill and
Melinda Gates possess. Their founda-
tion has worked to vaccinate poor chil-
dren against diseases, to bring com-
puters to libraries across the country,
and to provide scholarships to talented
minority students. We in Washington
state have known about it since the be-
ginning, and I’m proud that today, the
whole nation gets to see it—and benefit
from it.

I couldn’t be more proud of the Gates
Foundation on this special occasion
and can’t wait to see the many ways
this will improve education for mil-
lions of students.

As we begin our work to reauthorize
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, I hope that this major an-
nouncement serves to remind us that
local school districts—on their own—
don’t have all the resources they need.
Individuals have a role to play as men-
tors, volunteers and coaches. Chari-

table foundations have a role to play,
and the federal government also has a
role to play.

I hope the Senate will follow the im-
portant and thoughtful example set by
the Gates Foundation to do our best to
give all students the resources and the
tools they need to reach their poten-
tial.

RECOGNITION OF THE ‘‘FROM THE
TOP’’ PROGRAM

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I would
like to announce the winner of my 33rd
Innovation in Education Award. This
award goes to a national group spon-
sored by Boston Public Radio titled
‘‘From the Top.’’ I learned about this
program when I attended a ‘‘From the
Top’’ performance in Spokane on Janu-
ary 29th. Two students from Wash-
ington state, Stephen Beus of Othello
and Justin Mackewich of Vancouver,
participated in the concert and I was
amazed by their technique and their
immense talent. I was delighted to see
such outstanding students excelling in
the arts and am pleased to award Ste-
phen and Justin and recognize this ex-
ceptional program.

Both Stephen and Justin are very
gifted musicians. I was amazed by Ste-
phen’s skill at the piano and the Four
Seasons Quartet that Justin played in
was astounding. I hope to attend more
of their concerts in the future.

‘‘From the Top’’ consists of a series
of public radio performances, taped in
front of live audiences. These perform-
ances have been given across the coun-
try in places like Boston, New York
City, Sarasota, Florida, and St. Paul,
Minnesota. The concept for ‘‘From the
Top’’ is to highlight the performances
of exceptional, pre-college age, clas-
sical musicians. Indeed, their perform-
ances make a ‘‘From the Top’’ concert
a remarkable experience.

An additional positive impact of
‘‘From the Top’’ is that it provides an
arena for people of all ages to enjoy
classical music. In today’s modern
world, we must take the time to enjoy
the classics and encourage our youth
to value the great symphonies and
music from the past. ‘‘From the Top’’
is an excellent source for all ages and
walks of life to learn more about clas-
sical music.

Each week, I give an ‘‘Innovation in
Education’’ Award to individuals or
groups within the education system
who make outstanding contributions
to the education of our children. I be-
lieve that ‘‘From the Top’’ gives our
students exposure to the arts that pro-
vides an invaluable enrichment to any
child’s upbringing. I hope my col-
leagues will join me in recognizing the
great contributions of ‘‘From the Top’’.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, in honor

of Leap Day, which was yesterday, I
am going to vary my regular format.

It is estimated that 200,000 people in
the United States were born on Feb-

ruary 29th. While these individuals
may not share their birthdays with
their families and loved ones every
year, they do share—every year—in the
less than desirable Federal debt like
the rest of us.

Since 1970, the Federal debt has leapt
remarkably—reaching
$5,735,333,348,132.58 (Five trillion, seven
hundred thirty-five billion, three hun-
dred thirty-three million, three hun-
dred forty-eight thousand, one hundred
thirty-two dollars and fifty-eight
cents) at the close of business yester-
day, February 29, 2000.

The previous Leap Day, February 29,
1996, the Federal debt stood at
$5,016,041,000,000 (Five trillion, sixteen
billion, forty-one million) which re-
flects a debt increase of more than $700
billion—$719,292,348,132.58 (Seven hun-
dred nineteen billion, two hundred
ninety-two million, three hundred
forty-eight thousand, one hundred thir-
ty-two dollars and fifty-eight cents)
during the past four years.

Today, Mr. President, each citizen’s
share of the Federal debt is $20,727.13.
Translating this figure into the
amount that Leap Day citizens owe,
the figure becomes $4,145,426,000.00
(Four billion, one hundred forty-five
million, four hundred twenty-six thou-
sand). This amount may not seem like
a lot, but it is when you consider it is
only enough to pay down four days
worth of the interest on the Federal
debt.

Mr. President, I wish my Senate col-
leagues to note how tragic it is that
our country’s debt leaps with more fre-
quency than the years do.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO VETERANS OF THE
U.S. NAVY ASIATIC FLEET

∑ Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to the heroism
and sacrifices of the sailors and ma-
rines who served in the U.S. Navy’s
Asiatic Fleet.

The Asiatic Fleet established itself
as one of the premier assets of the
United States Navy during its years of
operation. Officially commissioned by
the Navy in 1910, The Asiatic Fleet’s
origins can be traced back to 1845,
when the United States first estab-
lished a naval presence in the Far East.
The United States established the Asi-
atic Fleet to protect American inter-
ests in the western Pacific. The sailors
and marines of the Asiatic Fleet en-
sured the safety of United States citi-
zens and foreign nationals and provided
humanitarian assistance in that region
during the Chinese civil war, the
Yangtze Flood of 1931, and the out-
break of Sino-Japanese hostilities. The
increasing risks faced by U.S. military
personnel serving in this region were
highlighted by the accidental bombings
and sinking of a U.S. Navy gunboat be-
longing to the Asiatic Fleet, the U.S.S.
Panay, in international waters by Jap-
anese aircraft in 1937—four years before
the U.S. entered World War II.
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Following the declaration of war

against Japan, the warships, sub-
marines, and aircraft of the Asiatic
Fleet singly or in task forces coura-
geously fought many naval battles
against a superior Japanese armada.
General Douglas MacArthur evacuated
most U.S. military personnel and
equipment from the region to prevent
them from being destroyed by Japan’s
military forces, leaving the Asiatic
Fleet alone, without reinforcement, to
do what it could to obstruct the Japa-
nese advance. During these battles, the
men of the Fleet discovered that much
of their equipment was defective. It has
been estimated that one in three of the
Asiatic Fleet’s torpedoes, and one fifth
of its anti-aircraft ammunition, were
duds. Forced to rely on World War I-era
equipment, the Asiatic Fleet directly
suffered the loss of 22 ships, 1,826 men
killed or missing in action, and 518 men
captured and imprisoned under the
worst of conditions. Many of those who
survived later died while being held as
prisoners of war. The Asiatic Fleet
ceased to exist as a cohesive fighting
force on March 1, 1942, when its flag-
ship, the U.S.S. Houston, was sunk by
the Japanese near Indonesia.

Unfortunately, the heroism of the
sailors and marines of the Asiatic Fleet
are largely unknown to the American
public. Today, March 1, 2000, the 58th
anniversary of the Houston’s sinking, I
want to commend the bravery, re-
sourcefulness and sacrifices of all who
served in the United States Navy Asi-
atic Fleet from 1910 to 1942, especially
those sailors and marines who put
their lives in harm’s way during the
first few months of America’s partici-
pation in World War II. No words can
adequately express our nation’s debt to
its veterans, and it is essential that we
provide them with the thanks and rec-
ognition they have earned. The Amer-
ican people should always remember
the courage and determination dis-
played by the personnel of the Asiatic
Fleet, honoring the sacrifices they
made in defense of the United States.∑

HONORING THE U.S. COAST
GUARD’S ROLE IN THE SUCCESS
OF GREAT LAKES SHIPPING

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor the men and women of
our U.S. Coast Guard. In particular, I
salute the crew of the USCGC Macki-
naw for their work, which ensures the
full utilization of the navigation sea-
son in my state, and the Great Lakes
region as a whole.

Mr. President, the ice that forms on
the Great Lakes rivals that found any-
where in the continental United
States. Even in a normal winter, ice six
to eight feet thick will develop in the
connecting channels. Windrows,
chunks of ice piled atop one another by
the wind, easily can reach 15 feet in
height. Navigation under such condi-
tions has been possible only because
the Coast Guard’s icebreaking forces
are led by the Mackinaw. The ice-

breaker is capable of generating 10,000
shaft horsepower, and is wide enough—
75 feet—to clear a track for Great
Lakes vessels. Furthermore, the Macki-
naw is crewed sufficiently to stay on
station for days on end.

Annually, more than 10 million tons
of iron ore, 4 million tons of coal, 1.5
million tons of stone, and 500,000 tons
of cement are shipped across the Great
Lakes. The iron ore, coal, stone, and
Seaway trades generated nearly 14 bil-
lion tons of cargo during the 20th cen-
tury. That commerce could not have
been accomplished as safely and effi-
ciently as it was without the assist-
ance of the U.S. Coast Guard, and espe-
cially, the Mackinaw.∑

INTERNATIONAL ABOLITION DAY
∑ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today
I rise to mark International Abolition
Day. This day marks the occasion in
1847 when the state of Michigan became
the first English-speaking territory in
the world to abolish capital punish-
ment. As one of the first acts following
conferral of statehood on Michigan, the
Michigan legislature abolished the
death penalty for all crimes except
treason. I note, with tongue and cheek
and with all due respect to my distin-
guished colleagues from Michigan, that
the date marking International Aboli-
tion Day probably should be 1853, when
my great state, the state of Wisconsin,
became the first state to abolish the
death penalty for all crimes. Wisconsin
has been death penalty-free for nearly
150 years. It is clear that the people of
the Midwestern states have shown
great courage and leadership on this
issue since almost the birth of our
great Nation.

Mr. President, International Aboli-
tion Day is a day to remember the vic-
tims and survivors of violent crimes
perpetrated by individual criminals.
But it is also a day to remember those
killed by state-sponsored executions.
And it is a day for education and dis-
cussion of alternatives to the death
penalty.

Just as the people of Michigan over
150 years ago learned the painful re-
ality of the fallibility of our criminal
justice system and confronted the
death penalty’s main use, as a tool of
vengeance, people throughout the
United States today are beginning to
question their longstanding support for
the death penalty. On January 31, Gov-
ernor Ryan effectively imposed a mora-
torium on executions in Illinois until a
state panel can examine the adminis-
tration of the death penalty and why so
many innocents have sat on Illinois’
death row. In a recent Gallup poll, even
though a majority of Americans still
support the death penalty, support for
the death penalty is at a 19-year low.
And when asked whether Americans
prefer the death penalty or life impris-
onment without the possibility of pa-
role, support for the death penalty
drops even further.

These are just some of the many
positive developments that have nur-

tured the reawakening of the American
conscience to the great responsibility
and stain that state-sponsored execu-
tions place on our society. I look for-
ward to the day when our federal gov-
ernment and the 38 states with the
death penalty will recognize the ade-
quacy of sentencing alternatives and
abolish this barbaric punishment for
all time.∑

SPARKMAN HIGH SCHOOL PARTICI-
PATION IN THE ‘‘WE THE
PEOPLE . . . THE CITIZEN AND
THE CONSTITUTION’’ PROGRAM

∑ Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, on
May 6–8, 2000 more than 1200 students
from across the United States will be
in Washington, D.C. to compete in the
national finals of the ‘‘We the People
. . . The Citizen and the Constitution’’
program. I am proud to announce that
a class from Sparkman High School
from the city of Harvest will represent
my home state of Alabama in this na-
tional event. These young scholars
have worked diligently to reach the na-
tional finals and through their experi-
ence have gained a deep knowledge and
understanding of the fundamental prin-
ciples and values of our constitutional
democracy.

The ‘‘We the People . . . The Citizen
and the Constitution’’ program is the
most extensive educational program in
the country developed specifically to
educate young people about the Con-
stitution and the Bill of Rights. The
three-day national competition is mod-
eled after hearings in the United States
Congress. These hearings consist of
oral presentations by high school stu-
dents before a panel of adult judges.
The students testify as constitutional
experts before a congressional com-
mittee, that is, the panel of judges rep-
resenting various regions of the coun-
try and a variety of appropriate profes-
sional fields. The student testimony is
followed by a period of questioning dur-
ing which the judges probe students for
their depth of understanding and abil-
ity to apply their constitutional
knowledge. Columnist David Broder de-
scribed the national finals as ‘‘the
place to have your faith in the younger
generation restored.’’

The student team from Sparkman
High School is currently conducting re-
search and preparing for the upcoming
national competition in Washington,
DC. I am extremely proud of the stu-
dents and teacher and wish them the
best of luck at ‘‘We the People’’ na-
tional finals. I look forward to greeting
them when they visit Capitol Hill.∑

TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT
MICHAEL SULLIVAN

∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize and say farewell to
an outstanding Naval Officer and fel-
low Arizona citizen, Lieutenant Mi-
chael Sullivan, who has served with
distinction for the past eighteen
months in the Navy’s Office of Legisla-
tive Affairs. It is a privilege for me to
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recognize his many outstanding
achievements and to commend him for
the superb service he has provided to
the U.S. Senate and to our great Na-
tion as a whole.

Lieutenant Sullivan is a graduate of
my alma mater, the United States
Naval Academy. I had the great honor
of addressing his class at his gradua-
tion in May 1993. Similar to myself,
academic honors had eluded him but
the standards at the Naval Academy
are such that simply surviving the four
years reflects great credit upon his
ability and dedication. When it was his
turn to walk across the stage, he shook
my hand and exclaimed, ‘‘Go Navy and
Go Arizona!’’ I shared in his enthu-
siasm and we embraced in a bear hug
as I handed him his diploma.

Lieutenant Sullivan proceeded to
Surface Warfare Officer School in New-
port, Rhode Island, before reporting to
the U.S.S. Fife (DD–991) which was for-
ward deployed to the U.S. Seventh
Fleet in Yokosuka, Japan. On Fife be
served as the Auxiliaries Officer and
Fire Control/Strike Missile Systems
Officer. Following that arduous tour,
he reported to the U.S.S. Antietam (CG–
54) as the Combat Information Systems
Officer. Among his notable accomplish-
ments, he distinguished himself in 1997
by being named a Commander, Naval
Surface Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet Jun-
ior Officer Shiphandler of the Year. In
July 1998, Lieutenant Sullivan joined
the Navy’s Senate Liaison team and
helped the Senate ensure that our
Navy remained the best trained, best
equipped, and best prepared Naval force
in the world.

Mr. President, Lieutenant Sullivan
represents the very best of America’s
most precious resource—her youth.
With being a commissioned officer
come responsibilities so immense and
so important that the lives of all
Americans and the welfare of much of
the world will be directly affected by
how well they discharge them. I have
every confidence that Lieutenant Sul-
livan will continue to acquit himself
with distinction. As he now departs for
the next of many more tours at sea, I
call upon my colleagues from both
sides of the aisle to wish him fair winds
and following seas.∑
∑ Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise today
to recognize and say farewell to an out-
standing Naval Officer and fellow Ari-
zonian, Lieutenant Michael Sullivan,
who has served with distinction for the
past year and a half years in the Navy’s
Senate Liaison Office on Capitol Hill.
It is a privilege for me to recognize his
many outstanding achievements and to
commend him for the superb service he
has provided this legislative body, the
Navy, and our great Nation.

Lieutenant Sullivan comes from a
patriotic family. His grandfather was a
submariner during World War II and
his father is a Navy veteran of the
Riverine Force in Vietnam. The Sul-
livan Family lived in the Bronx, New
York before moving to the great state
of Arizona. Lieutenant Sullivan at-

tended elementary and middle public
schools in Scottsdale and ultimately
graduated from Saguaro High School.
He was attending the University of Ari-
zona, and I was still a Member of the
House of Representatives, when he ap-
plied for the most privileged of respon-
sibilities I have as a Member of Con-
gress—making a nomination for ap-
pointments to the U.S. Service Acad-
emies. It was with great pride that I
had submitted his name to attend the
United States Naval Academy where he
graduated and earned his commission
in 1993.

Lieutenant Sullivan joined the
Navy’s Senate Liaison team in July
1998, following successful sea tours on
board the U.S.S. Fife (DD–991) and the
U.S.S. Antietam (CG–54). During his
service as a Navy Liaison Officer he
provided members of the Senate and
our personal staffs with timely support
and accurate information on Navy
plans, programs, and constituent case-
work. He has helped us maintain the
best trained, best equipped, and best
prepared Navy in the world.

Mr. President, Lieutenant Sullivan
has served proudly with a dedication
and enthusiasm that only comes from
our Nation’s best and brightest. Lieu-
tenant Sullivan is a great credit to
both our Navy and our country. As he
now departs for Department Head
School and his next sea tour, I call
upon my colleagues from both sides of
the aisle to wish him the best for a
continued brilliant Navy career.∑

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:44 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1749. An act to designate Wilson Creek
in Avery and Caldwell Counties, North Caro-
lina, as a component of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System.

H.R. 2484. An act to provide that land
which is owned by the Lower Sioux Indian
Community in the State of Minnesota but
which is not held in trust by the United
States for the Community may be leased or
transferred by the Community without fur-
ther approval by the United States.

The message also announced that the
House has passed the following bill,
without amendment:

S. 613. An act to encourage Indian eco-
nomic development, to provide for the dis-
closure of Indian tribal sovereign immunity
in contracts involving Indian tribes, and for
other purposes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 1749. An act to designate Wilson Creek
in Avery and Caldwell Counties, North Caro-
lina, as a component of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

H.R. 2484. An act to provide that land
which is owned by the Lower Sioux Indian

Community in the State of Minnesota but
which is not held in trust by the United
States for the Community may be leased or
transferred by the Community without fur-
ther approval by the United States; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–7818. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, the report of
a retirement; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC–7819. A communication from the Under
Secretary, Acquisition and Technology, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the annual report for fiscal year 1999
of the test and evaluation activities of the
Foreign Comparative Testing Program; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC–7820. A communication from the Man-
aging Director, Federal Housing Finance
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of 2000 base salary structures for Execu-
tive and graded employees; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC–7821. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of
Community Eligibility; 65 FR 8664; 02/22/
2000’’, received February 28, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC–7822. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘List of Commu-
nities Eligible; 65 FR 8662; 02/22/2000’’, re-
ceived February 28, 2000; to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–7823. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Regulation of
Short-Term Natural Gas Transportation
Services; Regulation of Interstate Natural
Gas Transportation Services’’ (Order No. 637,
Docket Nos. RM98–10–000 and RM98–12–000, 90
FERC Paragraph 61,109 (Issued 2/9/00)), re-
ceived February 28, 2000; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC–7824. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Food Safety and Inspection
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Termination of Designation of the
State of Minnesota with Respect to the In-
spection of Poultry and Poultry Products’’,
received February 28, 2000; to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–7825. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Fenpropathrin, Pesticide
Tolerance’’ (FRL # 6492–6), received Feb-
ruary 28, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–7826. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Imidacloprid; Time-Lim-
ited Pesticide Tolerance’’ (FRL # 6493–2), re-
ceived February 28, 2000; to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.
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EC–7827. A communication from the Chair-

man, Federal Election Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Electronic Freedom of Information
Act Amendments’’, received February 28,
2000; to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration.

EC–7828. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Justice Pro-
grams, Department of Justice, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Corrections Program Office’s Interpreta-
tion of Eligibility Requirements for Truth-
in-Sentencing Incentive Grants under 42 USC
13704(a)(2)’’ (RIN1121–ZB92), received Feb-
ruary 28, 2000; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

EC–7829. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Secretary, Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Tribal Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families Program (Tribal TANF) and Native
Employment Works (NEW) Program’’
(RIN0970–AB78), received February 28, 2000;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

EC–7830. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Prevailing Rate Systems; Abolish-
ment of the Lebanon, PA, Nonappropriated
Fund Wage Area’’ (RIN3206–AJ01), received
February 28, 2000; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC–7831. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Committee for Purchase from
People who are Blind or Severely Disabled,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule relative to additions to the Procure-
ment List, received February 28, 2000; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC–7832. A communication from the Regu-
lations Officer, Social Security Administra-
tion transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Old-Age, Sur-
vivors and Disability Insurance and Supple-
mental Security Income for the Aged, Blind
and Disabled; Evaluating Opinion Evidence’’
(RIN0960–AE56), received February 28, 2000;
to the Committee on Finance.

EC–7833. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Implementation Plans; Common-
wealth of Kentucky; Approval of Revisions
to the Kentucky State Implementation
Plan’’ (FRL # 6545–5), received February 28,
2000; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC–7834. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Implementation Plans; Texas; Rea-
sonably Available Control Technology for
Major Stationary Sources of Nitrogen Oxides
for the Houston/Galveston and Beaumont/
Port Arthur Ozone Nonattainment Areas’’
(FRL # 6543–1), received February 28, 2000; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–7835. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Delegation of National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pol-
lutants for Source Categories; State of Ari-
zona; Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality; Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department’’ (FRL # 6545–2), re-

ceived February 28, 2000; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC–7836. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, a report entitled ‘‘Letter
to Mr. John M. Daniel, Jr.’’; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC–7837. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, a report entitled ‘‘National
Emission Standards for Pesticide active In-
gredient Production (40 CFR Part 63 Subpart
MMM)—Applicability to new and Existing
Sources’’; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC–7838. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, a report entitled ‘‘Letter
to Union Carbide Corporation’’; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC–7839. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, a report entitled
‘‘Pretreatment Annual Report for the 1999
Reporting Year’’; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC–7840. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, a report entitled ‘‘Pro-
curing Information to Conduct Initial Deter-
minations and Verifications for Region VIII
Facilities Under the CERCLA Offsite Rule’’;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC–7841. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, a report entitled ‘‘40 CFR
Part 63 Subpart DD–NESHAP for Off-site
Waste and Recovery Operations’’; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–7842. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Simpson v. United States’’, received Feb-
ruary 28, 2000; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–7843. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘2000 Census Count’’ (Notice 2000–13), re-
ceived February 28, 2000; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC–7844. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Section 1275.—Other Definitions and Spe-
cial Rules’’ (Rev. Rul. 2000–12), received Feb-
ruary 28, 2000; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–7845. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Weighted Average Interest Rate Update’’
(Notice 2000–2), received February 28, 2000; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC–7846. A communication from the Acting
Deputy Associate Administrator, Acquisi-
tion Policy, Office of Acquisition Policy,
General Services Administration transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘General Services Administration Ac-
quisition Regulation: Reissuance of 48 CFR
Chapter 5 and Clarification on the Use of Se-

lection Criteria for Architect Engineer Pro-
curements’’ (RIN3090–AE90/AH07), received
February 28, 2000; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC–7847. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
Connecticut and Rhode Island; Clean Fuel
Fleets (Region 1)’’ (FRL # 6542–3), received
February 29, 2000; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

EC–7848. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Polyvinyl Acetate,
Carboxyl Modified Sodium Salt; Tolerance
Exemption’’ (FRL # 6389–8), received Feb-
ruary 29, 2000; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
time and second time by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself and Mr.
ALLARD):

S. 2126. A bill to ensure that the fiscal year
2000 on-budget surplus is used to reduce pub-
licly held debt; to the Committee on the
Budget and the Committee on Governmental
Affairs, jointly, pursuant to the order of Au-
gust 4, 1977, with instructions that if one
Committee reports, the other Committee
have thirty days to report or be discharged.

By Mr. BROWNBACK:
S. 2127. A bill to exempt agreements relat-

ing to voluntary guidelines governing tele-
cast material, movies, video games, Internet
content, and music lyrics from the applica-
bility of the antitrust laws, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:
S. 2128. A bill to amend the Harmonized

Tariff Schedule of the United States to clar-
ify the classification of certain toys; to the
Committee on Finance.

S. 2129. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on HIV/AIDS drugs; to the Committee
on Finance.

S. 2130. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on HIV/AIDS drugs; to the Committee
on Finance.

S. 2131. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on Rhinovirus Drugs; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. FRIST,
and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 2132. A bill to create incentives for pri-
vate sector research related to developing
vaccines against widespread diseases and en-
sure that such vaccines are affordable and
widely distributed; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

By Mr. REED:
S. 2133. A bill to temporarily suspend the

duty on Solvent Blue 124; to the Committee
on Finance.

S. 2134. A bill to temporarily suspend the
duty on Solvent Blue 104; to the Committee
on Finance.

S. 2135. A bill to temporarily suspend the
duty on Pigment Red 176; to the Committee
on Finance.

S. 2136. A bill to temporarily suspend the
duty on benzenesulfonamide,4-amino-2,5-
dimethyoxy-N-phenyl; to the Committee on
Finance.
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By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr.

DEWINE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and
Mr. WELLSTONE):

S. 2137. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Education to make grants to educational or-
ganizations to carry out educational pro-
grams about the Holocaust; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for
himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. HELMS,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. STEVENS, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr. BROWNBACK):

S. Con. Res. 87. A concurrent resolution
commending the Holy See for making sig-
nificant contributions to international peace
and human rights, and objecting to efforts to
expel the Holy See from the United Nations
by removing the Holy See’s Permanent Ob-
server status in the United Nations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself and
Mr. ALLARD):

S. 2126. A bill to ensure that the fis-
cal year 2000 on-budget surplus is used
to reduce publicly held debt; to the
Committee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, joint-
ly, pursuant to the order of August 4,
1977, with instructions that if one Com-
mittee reports, the other Committee
have thirty days to report or be dis-
charged.

SAVE OUR SURPLUS FOR DEBT REDUCTION ACT
OF 2000

∑ Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2126

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Save Our
Surplus for Debt Reduction Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the Congressional Budget Office cur-

rently estimates that the Government will
have a $23,000,000,000 nonsocial security sur-
plus (on-budget surplus) in fiscal year 2000;

(2) Government spending in fiscal year 2000
will increase faster than the rate of inflation
for a total of over $1,750,000,000,000;

(3) Government publicly held debt in fiscal
year 2000 will be reduced by over
$150,000,000,000, yet debt held by the public
will remain in excess of $3,450,000,000,000 and
cost over $200,000,000,000 in annual interest
payments;

(4) Government revenues in fiscal year 2000
will be 20.3 percent of the Gross Domestic
Product, which is the highest level since
World War II; and

(5) nearly 40,000,000 citizens currently rely
on social security and medicare, yet as more
Americans retire over the next decade, these
programs will begin running deficits and
jeopardize their retirement.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to ensure that the fiscal year 2000 on-budget
surplus is used to reduce publicly held debt.
SEC. 3. REDUCTION OF PUBLICLY HELD DEBT.

(a) POINT OF ORDER AGAINST CERTAIN LEG-
ISLATION.—Except as provided by subsection
(b), it shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any bill, joint resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report if—

(1) the enactment of that bill or resolution
as reported;

(2) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

(3) the enactment of that bill or resolution
in the form recommended in that conference
report;
would cause a decrease in the on-budget sur-
plus for fiscal year 2000.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The point of order set
forth in subsection (a) shall not apply to a
bill, joint resolution, amendment, motion, or
conference report if it—

(1) reduces revenues;
(2) implements structural social security

reform; or
(3) implements structural medicare reform.
(c) WAIVERS AND APPEALS IN THE SENATE.—
(1) WAIVERS.—Subsection (a) may be

waived or suspended in the Senate only by
the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members, duly chosen and sworn.

(2) APPEALS.—
(A) LIMITATIONS.—Appeals in the Senate

from the decisions of the Chair relating to
subsection (a) shall be limited to 1 hour, to
be equally divided between, and controlled
by, the mover and the manager of the bill,
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report, as the case may be.

(B) SUPERMAJORITY.—An affirmative vote
of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen
and sworn, shall be required in the Senate to
sustain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair
on a point of order raised under subsection
(a).
SEC. 4. SUNSET PROVISION.

The provisions of this Act shall cease to
have any force or effect on October 1, 2000.∑

By Mr. BROWNBACK:
S. 2127. A bill to exempt agreements

relating to voluntary guidelines gov-
erning telecast material, movies, video
games, Internet content, and music
lyrics from the applicability of the
antitrust laws, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CHILDREN’S PROTECTION ACT OF 2000

∑ Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2127
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Children’s
Protection Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Television is seen and heard in nearly

every United States home and is a uniquely
pervasive presence in the daily lives of
Americans. The average American home has
2.5 televisions, and a television is turned on

in the average American home 7 hours every
day.

(2) Television plays a particularly signifi-
cant role in the lives of children. Figures
provided by Nielsen Research show that chil-
dren between the ages of 2 years and 11 years
spend an average of 21 hours in front of a tel-
evision each week.

(3) Television has an enormous capability
to influence perceptions, especially those of
children, of the values and behaviors that
are common and acceptable in society.

(4) The influence of television is so great
that its images and messages often can be
harmful to the development of children. So-
cial science research amply documents a
strong correlation between the exposure of
children to televised violence and a number
of behavioral and psychological problems.

(5) Hundreds of studies have proven conclu-
sively that children who are consistently ex-
posed to violence on television have a higher
tendency to exhibit violent and aggressive
behavior, both as children and later in life.

(6) Such studies also show that repeated
exposure to violent programming causes
children to become desensitized to and more
accepting of real-life violence and to grow
more fearful and less trusting of their sur-
roundings.

(7) A growing body of social science re-
search indicates that sexual content on tele-
vision can also have a significant influence
on the attitudes and behaviors of young
viewers. This research suggests that heavy
exposure to programming with strong sexual
content contributes to the early commence-
ment of sexual activity among teenagers.

(8) Members of the National Association of
Broadcasters (NAB) adhered for many years
to a comprehensive code of conduct that was
based on an understanding of the influence
exerted by television and on a widely held
sense of responsibility for using that influ-
ence carefully.

(9) This code of conduct, the Television
Code of the National Association of Broad-
casters, articulated this sense of responsi-
bility as follows:

(A) ‘‘In selecting program subjects and
themes, great care must be exercised to be
sure that the treatment and presentation are
made in good faith and not for the purpose of
sensationalism or to shock or exploit the au-
dience or appeal to prurient interests or
morbid curiosity.’’.

(B) ‘‘Broadcasters have a special responsi-
bility toward children. Programs designed
primarily for children should take into ac-
count the range of interests and needs of
children, from instructional and cultural
material to a wide variety of entertainment
material. In their totality, programs should
contribute to the sound, balanced develop-
ment of children to help them achieve a
sense of the world at large and informed ad-
justments to their society.’’.

(C) ‘‘Violence, physical, or psychological,
may only be projected in responsibly handled
contexts, not used exploitatively. Programs
involving violence present the consequences
of it to its victims and perpetrators. Presen-
tation of the details of violence should avoid
the excessive, the gratuitous and the in-
structional.’’.

(D) ‘‘The presentation of marriage, family,
and similarly important human relation-
ships, and material with sexual connota-
tions, shall not be treated exploitatively or
irresponsibly, but with sensitivity.’’.

(E) ‘‘Above and beyond the requirements of
the law, broadcasters must consider the fam-
ily atmosphere in which many of their pro-
grams are viewed. There shall be no graphic
portrayal of sexual acts by sight or sound.
The portrayal of implied sexual acts must be
essential to the plot and presented in a re-
sponsible and tasteful manner.’’.
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(10) The National Association of Broad-

casters abandoned the code of conduct in 1983
after three provisions of the code restricting
the sale of advertising were challenged by
the Department of Justice on antitrust
grounds and a Federal district court issued a
summary judgment against the National As-
sociation of Broadcasters regarding one of
the provisions on those grounds. However,
none of the programming standards of the
code were challenged.

(11) While the code of conduct was in ef-
fect, its programming standards were never
found to have violated any antitrust law.

(12) Since the National Association of
Broadcasters abandoned the code of conduct,
programming standards on broadcast and
cable television have deteriorated dramati-
cally.

(13) In the absence of effective program-
ming standards, public concern about the
impact of television on children, and on soci-
ety as a whole, has risen substantially. Polls
routinely show that more than 80 percent of
Americans are worried by the increasingly
graphic nature of sex, violence, and vul-
garity on television and by the amount of
programming that openly sanctions or glori-
fies criminal, antisocial, and degrading be-
havior.

(14) At the urging of Congress, the tele-
vision industry has taken some steps to re-
spond to public concerns about programming
standards and content. The broadcast tele-
vision industry agreed in 1992 to adopt a set
of voluntary guidelines designed to ‘‘pro-
scribe gratuitous or excessive portrayals of
violence’’. Shortly thereafter, both the
broadcast and cable television industries
agreed to conduct independent studies of the
violent content in their programming and
make those reports public.

(15) In 1996, the television industry as a
whole made a commitment to develop a com-
prehensive rating system to label program-
ming that may be harmful or inappropriate
for children. That system was implemented
at the beginning of 1999.

(16) Despite these efforts to respond to pub-
lic concern about the impact of television on
children, millions of Americans, especially
parents with young children, remain angry
and frustrated at the sinking standards of
television programming, the reluctance of
the industry to police itself, and the harmful
influence of television on the well-being of
the children and the values of the United
States.

(17) The Department of Justice issued a
ruling in 1993 indicating that additional ef-
forts by the television industry to develop
and implement voluntary programming
guidelines would not violate the antitrust
laws. The ruling states that ‘‘such activities
may be likened to traditional standard set-
ting efforts that do not necessarily restrain
competition and may have significant pro-
competitive benefits. . . Such guidelines could
serve to disseminate valuable information on
program content to both advertisers and tel-
evision viewers. Accurate information can
enhance the demand for, and increase the
output of, an industry’s products or serv-
ices.’’.

(18) The Children’s Television Act of 1990
(Public Law 101–437) states that television
broadcasters in the United States have a
clear obligation to meet the educational and
informational needs of children.

(19) Several independent analyses have
demonstrated that the television broad-
casters in the United States have not ful-
filled their obligations under the Children’s
Television Act of 1990 and have not notice-
ably expanded the amount of educational
and informational programming directed at
young viewers since the enactment of that
Act.

(20) The popularity of video and personal
computer (PC) games is growing steadily
among children. Although most popular
video and personal computer games are edu-
cational or harmless in nature, many of the
most popular are extremely violent. One re-
cent study by Strategic Record Research
found that 64 percent of teenagers played
video or personal computer games on a reg-
ular basis. Other surveys of children as
young as elementary school age found that
almost half of them list violent computer
games among their favorites.

(21) Violent video games often present vio-
lence in a glamorized light. Game players
are often cast in the role of shooter, with
points scored for each ‘‘kill’’. Similarly, ad-
vertising for such games often touts violent
content as a selling point—the more graphic
and extreme, the better.

(22) As the popularity and graphic nature
of such video games grows, so do their poten-
tial to negatively influence impressionable
children.

(23) Music is another extremely pervasive
and popular form of entertainment. Amer-
ican children and teenagers listen to music
more than any other demographic group.
The Journal of American Medicine reported
that between the 7th and 12th grades the av-
erage teenager listens to 10,500 hours of rock
or rap music, just slightly less than the en-
tire number of hours spent in the classroom
from kindergarten through high school.

(24) Teens are among the heaviest pur-
chasers of music, and are most likely to
favor music genres that depict, and often ap-
pear to glamorize violence.

(25) Music has a powerful ability to influ-
ence perceptions, attitudes, and emotional
state. The use of music as therapy indicates
its potential to increase emotional, psycho-
logical. and physical health. That influence
can be used for ill as well.
SEC. 3. PURPOSES; CONSTRUCTION.

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are to permit the entertainment industry—

(1) to work collaboratively to respond to
growing public concern about television pro-
gramming, movies, video games, Internet
content, and music lyrics, and the harmful
influence of such programming, movies,
games, content, and lyrics on children;

(2) to develop a set of voluntary program-
ming guidelines similar to those contained
in the Television Code of the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters; and

(3) to implement the guidelines in a man-
ner that alleviates the negative impact of
television programming, movies, video
games, Internet content, and music lyrics on
the development of children in the United
States and stimulates the development and
broadcast of educational and informational
programming for such children.

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—This Act may not be
construed as—

(1) providing the Federal Government with
any authority to restrict television program-
ming, movies, video games, Internet content,
or music lyrics that is in addition to the au-
thority to restrict such programming, mov-
ies, games, content, or lyrics under law as of
the date of the enactment of this Act; or

(2) approving any action of the Federal
Government to restrict such programming,
movies, games, content, or lyrics that is in
addition to any actions undertaken for that
purpose by the Federal Government under
law as of such date.
SEC. 4. EXEMPTION OF VOLUNTARY AGREE-

MENTS ON GUIDELINES FOR CER-
TAIN ENTERTAINMENT MATERIAL
FROM APPLICABILITY OF ANTI-
TRUST LAWS.

(a) EXEMPTION.—Subject to subsection (b),
the antitrust laws shall not apply to any
joint discussion, consideration, review, ac-

tion, or agreement by or among persons in
the entertainment industry for the purpose
of developing and disseminating voluntary
guidelines designed—

(1) to alleviate the negative impact of tele-
cast material, movies, video games, Internet
content, and music lyrics containing vio-
lence, sexual content, criminal behavior, or
other subjects that are not appropriate for
children; or

(2) to promote telecast material that is
educational, informational, or otherwise
beneficial to the development of children.

(b) LIMITATION.—The exemption provided
in subsection (a) shall not apply to any joint
discussion, consideration, review, action, or
agreement which—

(1) results in a boycott of any person; or
(2) concerns the purchase or sale of adver-

tising, including (without limitation) re-
strictions on the number of products that
may be advertised in a commercial, the num-
ber of times a program may be interrupted
for commercials, and the number of consecu-
tive commercials permitted within each
interruption.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) ANTITRUST LAWS.—The term ‘‘antitrust

laws’’ has the meaning given such term in
the first section of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C.
12) and includes section 5 of the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 45).

(2) INTERNET.—The term ‘‘Internet’’ means
the combination of computer facilities and
electromagnetic transmission media, and re-
lated equipment and software, comprising
the interconnected worldwide network of
computer networks that employ the Trans-
mission Control Protocol/Internet Protocol
or any successor protocol to transmit infor-
mation.

(3) MOVIES.—The term ‘‘movies’’ means
theatrical motion pictures.

(4) PERSON IN THE ENTERTAINMENT INDUS-
TRY.—The term ‘‘person in the entertain-
ment industry’’ means a television network,
any entity which produces or distributes tel-
evision programming (including theatrical
motion pictures), the National Cable Tele-
vision Association, the Association of Inde-
pendent Television Stations, Incorporated,
the National Association of Broadcasters,
the Motion Picture Association of America,
each of the affiliate organizations of the tel-
evision networks, the Interactive Digital
Software Association, any entity which pro-
duces or distributes video games, the Record-
ing Industry Association of America, and
any entity which produces or distributes
music, and includes any individual acting on
behalf of such person.

(5) TELECAST.—The term ‘‘telecast’’ means
any program broadcast by a television broad-
cast station or transmitted by a cable tele-
vision system.∑

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr.
FRIST, and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 2132. A bill to create incentives for
private sector research related to de-
veloping vaccines against widespread
diseases and ensure that such vaccines
are affordable and widely distributed;
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.
VACCINES FOR THE NEW MILLENNIUM ACT OF 2000

∑ Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to introduce the Vaccines
for the New Millennium Act of 2000. I
have the honor of being joined by the
distinguished chairman of the Africa
Subcommittee, Senator FRIST, and my
friend, the Senator from Washington,
Mrs. MURRAY. This bill addresses a cat-
astrophic problem that needs our im-
mediate attention.
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The proportions of the AIDS calam-

ity in Africa are stupefying. More than
33 million people are infected with
HIV—95 percent of them in sub-Saha-
ran Africa. This disease will kill more
than 2.5 million this year. It has al-
ready orphaned 11 million children, and
it will orphan 40 million by 2010. These
numbers are incomprehensible. To put
in perspective, nearly 60 people will be-
come infected with HIV in the time it
takes me to testify today.

In addition, tuberculosis will kill
close to 2 million this year, and a per-
son dies from malaria every thirty sec-
onds. No nation—but particularly
ours—as rich as we are in talent, tech-
nology and money—can fail to help
turn this around.

We should remember: borders do not
matter when you are dealing with con-
tagion.

These epidemics are out of control.
And if we are to reverse this death spi-
ral, we need to institute bold new
measures. We must provide new global
health infrastructures which look at
long-term solutions for disease eradi-
cation. And, until they are established,
we must provide much-needed short-
term financing for disease prevention
and treatment.

Mr. President, a number of my col-
leagues have shown great leadership in
trying to find a solution to the health
emergencies in the developing coun-
tries.

I applaud the work of my friend, Sen-
ator DURBIN with whom I have joined
on a number of bills this year. I also
recognize and support the efforts of
Senator BOXER and Senator SMITH for
their work on the Global AIDS Plan.
Senator MOYNIHAN and Senator FEIN-
GOLD also have an important plan to
prevent vertical transmission of HIV
from mother to child. I have supported
all these plans.

Mr. President, I think we need to ac-
knowledge the scope of this epidemic
requires a bold response which looks
beyond just preventing and treating
this disease. The epidemiology of this
disease dictates lifetime adherence to
preventive measures. I am fully sup-
portive of prevention programs—I have
seen their very positive effect in the
AIDS Action Committee in Boston and
in AIDS Project Worcester. The Outer
Cape also has a tremendous program
which I support every year in
Provincetown and these are echoed in
small towns across Massachusetts
which have accessed CDC grants and
instituted the absolute best of commu-
nity-based programs. I have also been
an early and consistent supporter of
the Ryan White program which comes
up for reauthorization this year.

But, Mr. President, we need a vac-
cine—for the United States and for the
developing world.

Vaccines are the most cost-effective
weapon in the arsenal of modern medi-
cine to stop the spread of contagious
disease, and they offer a relatively in-
expensive means of lowering a society’s
overall cost of medical care. Prime ex-

amples of the success are the three mil-
lion children whose lives are saved
each year as a result of early childhood
immunizations against diphtheria,
polio, pertussis, tetanus, measles, and
tuberculosis.

Mr. President, consider the alter-
natives we have now. Pharmaceutical
products, like the highly touted
antiviral ‘‘cocktail’’ for treating AIDS
patients can cost, on average, as much
as $15,000 a year. That is a princely sum
for even wealthy countries but clearly,
for nations with per capita incomes of
$700 or $800 like Malawi, such treat-
ments and drugs are nowhere in the
real of affordability. They also require
enormous infrastructure investments
and medical compliance which is dif-
ficult to adhere to in this country let
alone developing societies.

For these nations, finding an afford-
able vaccine for AIDS is really the only
option that offers them an opportunity
for gaining control over the AIDS epi-
demic.

Unfortunately, of the $2.4 billion or
so spent on overall AIDS research last
year, only a fraction was spent on
AIDS vaccine research.

The World Bank estimates that per-
haps between $280 million and $350 mil-
lion was spend worldwide on finding a
vaccine for AIDS in 1999, or somewhere
between 10 and 15 percent of the total
amount spent on AIDS research.

Furthermore, of the $300 million or
so spent on HIV vaccine research, less
than $50 million came from private sec-
tor research and development budgets.
Simply put, our biotechnology and
pharmaceutical industries do not be-
lieve that investing in AIDS vaccine
research is a good investment.

So, Mr. President, we have a respon-
sibility, an obligation, to change this
perception. Investing in an AIDS vac-
cine is one of the best investments we
as a nation can make. And for Africa,
it is the only hope for survival.

And while continued and expanded
investments in our research engines
are vitally important—I am referring
to AIDS research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health—the time has come for
us to explore additional strategies for
stimulating private sector AIDS vac-
cine research and development.

We must look for innovative financ-
ing mechanisms. We must instill the fi-
nancial incentives for our pharma-
ceutical and biotechnology sectors to
engage in areas that have previously
ignored.

Mr. President, I was amazed to learn
that of the $56 billion a year spent
globally on health research, well over
90 percent is spent on research into
health problems that concern only 10
percent of the world’s population.

Amazingly, of the 1,200 new drugs
commercialized between 1975 and 1997,
only 13 were for tropical diseases—dis-
eases such as malaria and tuberculosis
which combined kill close to 3 million
people a year.

Why is it that pharmaceutical com-
panies don’t invest in these diseases?

Because there is no hope for finding a
vaccine for malaria? No hope for find-
ing an affordable vaccine for tuber-
culosis or HIV? Is the science just in-
surmountable?

Absolutely not.
Companies don’t invest in these dis-

eases because they don’t foresee a prof-
it. A malaria vaccine, while offering
the potential to save millions of lives,
does not offer the same return to
shareholders as the return from
Viagra, Lipitor, Prozac, or other block-
busters here in the United States. I
don’t blame the pharmaceutical indus-
try for concern about their share-
holders, but I believe it is morally im-
perative to jumpstart research into
vaccines as quickly as possible.

What then, is the answer? Should we
turn our back on these diseases as a
casualty of the way free markets func-
tion? Should we dump billions into new
government bureaucracies to tackle
these problems? The answer on both
counts is no. We as a nation, and as a
responsible member of the inter-
national community, should create the
market incentives to encourage our
pharmaceutical and biotechnology
companies, the best and brightest com-
panies in the world, to invest in those
diseases which are a scourge to the
world.

What we need to do is give pharma-
ceutical companies the financial incen-
tives to achieve what we know is pos-
sible and let them work their magic—
these are the same engines of growth
and technological progress which have
helped extend life expectancy beyond
what was imaginable at the turn of the
century. Now, let’s help them turn
their attention to those diseases which
kill millions upon millions in devel-
oping countries.

I think this type of public-private
partnership is the most efficient means
of addressing the world’s growing
health care pandemics. How would it
world specifically?

The legislation I introduce today, the
‘‘Vaccines for the New Millennium
Act,’’ provides a number of market in-
centives to encourage private sector in-
vestment in lifesaving vaccines. These
incentives can be classified in one of
two ways. Some of them provide a
‘‘push’’ mechanism—lowering the cost
of R&D at the front end. Others provide
a ‘‘pull’’ mechanism, demonstrating
that a market will exist if the pharma-
ceutical companies provide the prod-
uct.

On the push side, first, the bill ex-
pands on the research and development
tax credit by increasing the credit rate
from 20 percent to 50 percent for re-
search related to developing vaccines
for AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, or any
infectious disease which kills over 1
million people a year. The tax credit is
incremental such that the credit ap-
plies to research spending which ex-
ceeds a base amount. In effect, the
credit rewards incremental increases in
lifesaving vaccine research—thus giv-
ing our drug companies an incentive
for more focus on lifesaving vaccines.
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Second, the bill allows small bio-

technology companies which do not
have tax liability to pass a smaller tax
credit through to investors. Firms with
assets under $50 million may choose to
pass through a 25 percent tax credit to
investors who provide financing for re-
search and development on one of the
priority vaccines. The credit would
apply to stock issued after the date of
enactment and used within 18 months
to pay for qualified vaccine research
expenses.

Both of these proposals have been en-
dorsed by a combination of public
health advocacy groups and industry—
including AIDS Action Council, the
Global Health Council, the American
Public Health Association and the
AIDS Vaccine Advocacy Coalition.

Third, the bill authorizes voluntary
contributions to the Global Alliance
for Vaccines and Immunizations and
the International AIDS Vaccine Initia-
tive. The Global Alliance for Vaccines
and Immunizations is an international
partnership recently established to ex-
pand and improve access to existing
safe and cost-effective vaccines. It is
being supported by a number of nations
and international donors, including an
incredibly generous founding gift by
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.
A similar provision was included in the
President’s budget. By working to im-
prove the delivery of existing vaccines,
the Global Alliance not only offers the
opportunity to save lives, it will im-
prove health delivery systems for the
distribution of future vaccines.

Fourth, the bill authorizes voluntary
contributions to the International
AIDS Vaccine Initiative. In effect, the
initiative provides financing to indus-
try in return for international access
to the vaccine. For example, under a
typical IAVI/industry agreement, IAVI
will provide financing in exchange for
an agreement with the manufacturer
to sell the vaccine to developing coun-
tries at very reasonable prices. Once
again, the Bill and Melinda Gates foun-
dation provides a large portion of
IAVI’s funding.

To further accelerate the invention
and production of lifesaving vaccines,
the bill includes a tax credit proposed
in the President’s budget. Under the
proposal, every dollar paid by a quali-
fying organization to buy a lifesaving
vaccine would be matched by a dollar
of tax credits—thereby doubling the
purchasing power of nonprofit organi-
zations and others that purchase vac-
cines for developing countries. The
credit only applies to vaccines not yet
developed, thus demonstrating the ex-
istence of a market if drug companies
fill the void. The credit would apply to
vaccines for AIDS, malaria, tuber-
culosis, or any other disease which
kills over 1 million people annually.

The bill also establishes a Lifesaving
Vaccine Purchase Fund. This approach
has been advocated most prominently
by Harvard economist Jeffrey Sachs, a
witness on the third panel.

Under my proposal, Congress would
authorize and advance appropriate $100

million a year, over ten years, to a
fund for the purchase and distribution
of newly-developed vaccines for AIDS,
malaria, and tuberculosis. The first ap-
propriation would not occur until a
vaccine has been licensed and ap-
proved. In effect, by establishing a
guaranteed market, the proposal would
provide a real incentive for additional
private sector research. However, the
money would not be spent until the
vaccine was developed, thus postponing
any cost to the government.

Finally, the bill directs the Adminis-
tration to initiate negotiations with
officials of foreign governments for the
establishment of an international vac-
cine purchase fund that would purchase
and distribute in developing countries
vaccines for malaria, tuberculosis,
HIV, or any infectious disease which
kills over 1 million people. It is as-
sumed that if such an agreement is
reached, the domestic fund described
above would be integrated into the
multilateral agreement.

This is a comprehensive plan, Mr.
President, which I have worked on for
two years. This past weekend, it was
endorsed as a positive step by aca-
demics, pharmaceutical executives and
governmental leaders at a high-level
conference convened by the University
of California at San Francisco, World
Bank and the Global Forum for Health
Research.

Congresswoman NANCY PELOSI will
introduce identical companion legisla-
tion in the House and it is my hope
that our colleagues will give it equally
serious attention.∑

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. DEWINE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, and Mr.
WELLSTONE):

S. 2137. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Education to make grants to
educational organizations to carry out
educational programs about the Holo-
caust; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

HOLOCAUST EDUCATION ASSISTANCE ACT

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
today Senator DEWINE and I are intro-
ducing a bill to provide funds to edu-
cational organizations to teach the his-
tory of the Holocaust. It is entitled the
Holocaust Education Assistance Act.
Cosponsoring the bill are Senators
SMITH of Oregon, MOYNIHAN, LAUTEN-
BERG, SCHUMER, BOXER, WELLSTONE,
and DURBIN.

This bill authorizes $2 million each
year for fiscal years 2001–2005 for a
competitive grant program under
which schools, museums and other non-
profit organizations could compete for
grants to train teachers, conduct semi-
nars and develop educational materials
on the Holocaust. It is the companion
bill to H.R. 3105, introduced by Rep-
resentatives MALONEY, HORN, WAXMAN,
and others.

The Holocaust is one of the most hor-
rific events in human history. In the

1930s and 1940s, the German Nazi re-
gime systematically slaughtered more
than 6,000,000 Jews and other minori-
ties under the guise of achieving a ‘‘ra-
cially pure’’ society. Hopefully, this
bill can help ensure that the next gen-
eration of Americans learns some of
the crucial lessons of the Holocaust.
The most fundamental of these lessons
is that racial and ethnic-based hatred
endangers each of us, and that the vio-
lation of one person’s rights threatens
the freedom of all of us.

Five states mandate that the Holo-
caust be taught in schools. They are
California, Florida, Illinois, New Jer-
sey and New York. Eleven others rec-
ommend or encourage teaching the
Holocaust in school. They are Con-
necticut, Georgia, Indiana, Massachu-
setts, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vir-
ginia, and Washington. The bill is need-
ed because most teachers have little
training and few resources to teach the
history of the Holocaust. This bill does
not mandate anything, but it does cre-
ate a funding source for schools and
communities that choose to teach
youngsters about this horrible chapter
of human history.

In my state, the following groups
support the bill:

Holocaust Center of Northern California.
Los Angeles City Human Relations Com-

mission.
Simon Wiesenthal Museum of Tolerance.
The Asian Pacific American Legal Center

of Southern California.

The following national organizations
support the Holocaust Education As-
sistance Act:

Agudath Israel of America.
American Gathering of Jewish Holocaust

Survivors.
American Jewish Committee.
American Society for Yad Vashem, Inc.
Anti-Defamation League.
Association of Holocaust Organizations.
Braun Holocaust Institute.
Facing History and Ourselves.
Hatikvah Holocaust Education Resource

Center.
Institute for Public Affairs of the Orthodox

Union.
Museum of Jewish Heritage.
National Catholic Center for Holocaust

Education.
Rabbinical Council of America.
Religious Action Center for Reform Juda-

ism.
Simon Wiesenthal Center Museum of Tol-

erance.
United Synagogue of Conservative Juda-

ism.
World Jewish Congress.

The following regional organizations
support the Holocaust Education As-
sistance Act:

Florida Holocaust Museum.
Hawaii Holocaust Center.
Holocaust Memorial Foundation of Illi-

nois.
Holocaust Memorial Resource and Edu-

cation Center of Central Florida.
Holocaust Resource Center & Archives,

Queensboro Community College.
Jewish Community Relations Council of

Greater Philadelphia.
Jewish Community Relations Council of

New York.
New Mexico Holocaust and Intolerance Mu-

seum and Study Center.
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Tennessee Holocaust Commission.
Tennessee Jewish Federation.
West Virginia Holocaust Education Com-

mission.

As we enter the new century, we
must remain vigilant to ensure that we
do not forget the lessons of the last
century. The admonition that ‘‘those
who forget history are doomed to re-
peat it’’ is as true today as ever. After
the Holocaust, survivors and others
vowed not to let another such tragedy
go unchallenged. Rallying behind the
cry: ‘‘Never again!’’, Holocaust sur-
vivors made a promise to the memories
of their mothers, fathers, husbands,
wives and children. This bill provides a
way for us to join with Holocaust sur-
vivors in keeping that promise. It en-
sures that future generations of Ameri-
cans will remember that bigotry
against any group poses a menace to
society at large, and that the violation
of an individual’s rights places every
person’s freedom in peril.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important bill.∑

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 26

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 26, a bill entitled the ‘‘Bipartisan
Campaign Reform Act of 1999.’’

S. 279

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 279, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to eliminate the
earnings test for individuals who have
attained retirement age.

S. 408

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S.
408, a bill to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to convey a former Bureau of
Land Management administrative site
to the City of Carson City, Nevada, for
use as a senior center.

S. 693

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 693, a bill to assist in the enhance-
ment of the security of Taiwan, and for
other purposes.

S. 936

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 936, a bill to prevent children from
having access to firearms.

S. 1036

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GRAHAM) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1036, a bill to amend parts A and D of
title IV of the Social Security Act to
give States the option to pass through
directly to a family receiving assist-
ance under the temporary assistance to
needy families program all child sup-
port collected by the State and the op-

tion to disregard any child support
that the family receives in determining
a family’s eligibility for, or amount of,
assistance under that program.

S. 1144

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1144, a bill to provide increased flexi-
bility in use of highway funding, and
for other purposes.

S. 1322

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1322, a bill to prohibit health insurance
and employment discrimination
against individuals and their family
members on the basis of predictive ge-
netic information or genetic services.

S. 1361

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1361, a bill to amend the Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 to pro-
vide for an expanded Federal program
of hazard mitigation, relief, and insur-
ance against the risk of catastrophic
natural disasters, such as hurricanes,
earthquakes, and volcanic eruptions,
and for other purposes.

S. 1419

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. INHOFE) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1419, a bill to amend
title 36, United States Code, to des-
ignate May as ‘‘National Military Ap-
preciation Month.’’

S. 1458

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
LIEBERMAN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1458, a bill to provide for a reduc-
tion in the rate of adolescent preg-
nancy through the evaluation of public
and private prevention programs, and
for other purposes.

S. 1464

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1464, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to estab-
lish certain requirements regarding the
Food Quality Protection Act of 1996,
and for other purposes.

S. 1563

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1563, a bill to establish
the Immigration Affairs Agency within
the Department of Justice, and for
other purposes.

S. 1592

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1592, a bill to amend the
Nicaraguan Adjustment and Central
American Relief Act to provide to cer-
tain nationals of El Salvador, Guate-
mala, Honduras, and Haiti an oppor-

tunity to apply for adjustment of sta-
tus under that Act, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1700

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1700, a bill to amend the
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure to
allow a defendant to make a motion for
forensic testing not available at trial
regarding actual innocence.

S. 1717

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
COCHRAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1717, a bill to amend title XXI of the
Social Security Act to provide for cov-
erage of pregnancy-related assistance
for targeted low-income pregnant
women.

S. 1810

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1810, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to clarify and im-
prove veterans’ claims and appellate
procedures.

S. 1921

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1921, a bill to authorize the
placement within the site of the Viet-
nam Veterans Memorial of a plaque to
honor Vietnam veterans who died after
their service in the Vietnam war, but
as a direct result of that service.

S. 1952

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1952, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a
simplified method for determining a
partner’s share of items of a partner-
ship which is a qualified investment
club.

S. 1966

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1966, a bill to provide for the im-
mediate review by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service of new em-
ployees hired by employers subject to
Operation Vanguard or similar pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

S. 2003

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2003, a bill to restore health care cov-
erage to retired members of the uni-
formed services.

S. 2021

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. L. CHAFEE) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2021 , a bill to prohibit high
school and college sports gambling in
all States including States where such
gambling was permitted prior to 1991.

S. 2042

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.

VerDate 16-FEB-2000 03:16 Mar 02, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01MR6.064 pfrm01 PsN: S01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1030 March 1, 2000
MURKOWSKI), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. HELMS), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. GRAMM) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2042, a bill to reform
the process by which the Office of the
Pardon Attorney investigates and re-
views potential exercises of executive
clemency.

S. 2044

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2044, a bill to allow postal
patrons to contribute to funding for do-
mestic violence programs through the
voluntary purchase of specially issued
postage stamps.

S. 2068

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2068, a bill to prohibit the Federal Com-
munications Commission from estab-
lishing rules authorizing the operation
of new, low power FM radio stations.

S. 2074

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2074, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to eliminate the so-
cial security earnings test for individ-
uals who have attained retirement age.

S. 2076

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
AKAKA), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. BREAUX), the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator from
Maine (Ms. SNOWE), the Senator from
Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. THOMPSON), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. FEINGOLD), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. FITZGERALD), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. ASHCROFT),
the Senator from Montana (Mr.
BURNS), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
COVERDELL), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator
from Florida (Mr. GRAHAM), the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
KERREY), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. GORTON), the Senator
from Texas (Mr. GRAMM), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. KYL), the Senator
from Florida (Mr. MACK), the Senator
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. ROBB), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
WELLSTONE), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. WYDEN), the Senator from

Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Senator
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. SMITH),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SHELBY), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator
from North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD), the
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER),
the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI), and the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2076, a bill to
authorize the President to award a gold
medal on behalf of the Congress to
John Cardinal O’Connor, Archbishop of
New York, in recognition of his accom-
plishments as a priest, a chaplain, and
a humanitarian.

S. 2097

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2097, a bill to authorize loan guaran-
tees in order to facilitate access to
local television broadcast signals in
unserved and underserved areas, and
for other purposes.

S. 2123

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) and the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2123, a bill to provide
Outer Continental Shelf Impact assist-
ance to State and local governments,
to amend the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965, the Urban
Park and Recreation Recovery Act of
1978, and the Federal Aid in Wildlife
Restoration Act (commonly referred to
as the Pittman-Robertson Act) to es-
tablish a fund to meet the outdoor con-
servation and recreation needs of the
American people, and for other pur-
poses.

S. CON. RES. 60
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the

name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Con. Res. 60, a concurrent res-
olution expressing the sense of Con-
gress that a commemorative postage
stamp should be issued in honor of the
U.S.S. Wisconsin and all those who
served aboard her.

S.J. RES. 38

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
COVERDELL) was added as a cosponsor
of S.J. Res. 38, a joint resolution to
provide for a Balanced Budget Con-
stitutional Amendment that prohibits
the use of Social Security surpluses to
achieve compliance.

S.J. RES. 39

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CLELAND), the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.

SMITH), the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SANTORUM), the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
LIEBERMAN), the Senator from Texas
(Mr. GRAMM), the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. BURNS), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. L. CHAFEE), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE), the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. KERREY), the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mrs. LINCOLN), the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. REID), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. SARBANES), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
ALLARD), and the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. BROWNBACK) were added as cospon-
sors of S.J .Res. 39, a joint resolution
recognizing the 50th anniversary of the
Korean war and the service by mem-
bers of the Armed Forces during such
war, and for other purposes.

S. RES. 87

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 87, a resolution com-
memorating the 60th Anniversary of
the International Visitors Program.

S. RES. 128

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. LOTT), the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), and
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI)
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 128,
a resolution designating March 2000, as
‘‘Arts Education Month’’.

S. RES. 237

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. SAR-
BANES), and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. TORRICELLI) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 237, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that
the United States Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations should hold hear-
ings and the Senate should act on the
Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (CEDAW).

S. RES. 257

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. SMITH), and the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. BOND) were
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 257, a
resolution expressing the sense of the
Senate regarding the responsibility of
the United States to ensure that the
Panama Canal will remain open and se-
cure to vessels of all nations.

VerDate 16-FEB-2000 03:58 Mar 02, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01MR6.056 pfrm01 PsN: S01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1031March 1, 2000
S. RES. 260

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-
BIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. Res.
260, a resolution to express the sense of
the Senate that the Federal invest-
ment in programs that provide health
care services to uninsured and low-in-
come individuals in medically under
served areas be increased in order to
double access to care over the next 5
years.

AMENDMENT NO. 2825

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. REID), the Senator from
New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY), the
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. DOR-
GAN), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. TORRICELLI), the Senator from
California (Mrs. BOXER), and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
2825 proposed to S. 1134, an original bill
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to allow tax-free expenditures
from education individual retirement
accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the max-
imum annual amount of contributions
to such accounts, and for other pur-
poses.

At the request of Mr. FITZGERALD, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2825 proposed to S.
1134, an original bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow
tax-free expenditures from education
individual retirement accounts for ele-
mentary and secondary school ex-
penses, to increase the maximum an-
nual amount of contributions to such
accounts, and for other purposes.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 87—COMMENDING THE
HOLY SEE FOR MAKING SIGNIFI-
CANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTER-
NATIONAL PEACE AND HUMAN
RIGHTS, AND OBJECTING TO EF-
FORTS TO EXPEL THE HOLY SEE
FROM THE UNITED NATIONS BY
REMOVING THE HOLY SEE’S
PERMANENT OBSERVER STATUS
IN THE UNITED NATIONS, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for
himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. HELMS,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. STEVENS, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr. BROWNBACK)
submitted the following concurrent
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations

S. CON. RES. 87

Whereas the Holy See is the governing au-
thority of the sovereign State of Vatican
City;

Whereas the Holy See has an internation-
ally recognized legal personality, which al-
lows it to enter into treaties as the juridical
equal of a state and to send and receive dip-
lomatic representatives;

Whereas the diplomatic history of the Holy
See began over 1,600 years ago, during the
4th century A.D., and the Holy See currently
has formal diplomatic relations with 169 na-
tions, including the United States, and main-
tains 179 permanent diplomatic missions
abroad;

Whereas, although the Holy See was an ac-
tive participant in a wide range of United
Nations activities since 1946, and was eligible
to become a member state of the United Na-
tions, it chose instead to become a non-
member state with Permanent Observer sta-
tus over 36 years ago, in 1964;

Whereas, unlike other geographically
small countries such as Monaco, Nauru, San
Marino, and Liechtenstein, the Holy See
does not possess a vote in the General As-
sembly of the United Nations;

Whereas, according to a July 1998 assess-
ment by the United States Department of
State, ‘‘(t)he United States values the Holy
See’s significant contributions to inter-
national peace and human rights’’;

Whereas during the past year, certain or-
ganizations that oppose the views of the
Holy See regarding abortion and the sanctity
of human life have initiated an organized ef-
fort to pressure the United Nations to re-
move the Permanent Observer status of the
Holy See; and

Whereas the removal of the Holy See’s Per-
manent Observer status would constitute an
expulsion of the Holy See from the United
Nations as a state participant: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress

(1) commends the Holy See for its unique
contributions to a thoughtful and robust dia-
logue in issues of international concern dur-
ing its 36 years as a Permanent Observer at
the United Nations;

(2) strongly objects to any effort to expel
the Holy See from the United Nations as a
state participant by removing its status as a
nonmember state Permanent Observer;

(3) believes that any degradation of the
status accorded to the Holy See at the
United Nations would seriously damage the
credibility of the United Nations by dem-
onstrating that its rules of participation are
manipulable for ideological reasons rather
than being rooted in neutral principles and
objective facts of sovereignty; and

(4) contends that any degradation of the
status of the Holy See will damage relations
between the United States and the United
Nations.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise for the purpose of sub-
mitting a Senate concurrent resolution
objecting to any efforts to expel or de-
grade the Holy See’s current status as
a nonmember permanent observer to
the United Nations. It is hard to be-
lieve there are people in the world—in-
deed, in our own country—who wish to
take away that status.

Throughout my tenure in the Senate
and the House, I have worked to uphold
the sovereignty of the United States,
perhaps as much as anyone in the body.
Recently, it has come to my attention
that the sovereignty of the Holy See,
the institution that represents the
State of the Vatican City internation-
ally, is being attacked by up to 400
nongovernmental organizations in a
movement called ‘‘See Change.’’ That
is S-e-e.

See Change is comprised of extremist
groups, pro-choice groups, some ex-
treme environmental organizations,

and antireligious, atheist groups who
want to take away this permanent sta-
tus of the Holy See.

Specifically, the agenda of See
Change is to pressure U.N. Secretary
General Annan into revoking the Holy
See’s nonmember Permanent Observer
status by attacking its status as the
legal and diplomatic body that rep-
resents the sovereign country of the
State of the Vatican City.

What an outrage. See Change be-
lieves it can use the smokescreen of
the Holy See’s unique sovereignty to
silence its undisputed legal rights as a
sovereign entity to voice its views on
the sanctity of human life at the U.N.
That is what this is about. It is about
an attack on the sanctity of human
life. It is an attack on the Pope for his
views on the sanctity of human life.

Since the U.N. rules by the consensus
of all members, See Change is attempt-
ing to pressure and intimidate the Holy
See, the Secretary General, and other
member countries of the U.N. to si-
lence any opposition to what really is a
pro-abortion agenda.

Currently, the Holy See is recognized
by almost every nation in the world.
Furthermore, the Holy See has sent
and received diplomats since the 4th
century and has possessed a permanent
diplomatic mission since the 15th cen-
tury.

As I stated before, a central argu-
ment that these nongovernmental or-
ganizations use is the issue of the Holy
See’s legally recognized authority to
represent the citizens of Vatican City
and the worldwide Catholic Church.

According to international law, sov-
ereignty in its simplest form can be de-
fined by a people, territorial entity,
and a government with institutions
that are recognized by the inter-
national community of nations. With-
out any doubt—since the 4th century—
the Holy See acts as the legal and
internationally recognized body that
represents the people of Vatican City
and Catholics around the world. The
Holy See meets all those criteria. The
Vatican State has a population of ap-
proximately 900 citizens, has a defined
territory, and has institutions of gov-
ernment.

The sovereignty issue was irrefutably
settled in 1929, when the Holy See and
Italy signed and ratified the Lateran
Treaty, which brought the Vatican
City State into existence. Article 12 of
this treaty states:

Diplomatic relations with the Holy See are
governed by the rules of International Law.

All states have equal standing under
international law. I believe the Senate
needs to send a strong, positive mes-
sage to reaffirm the concept of state
sovereignty. If we cannot do that in
this body, then I do not know what we
can do. I would like to remind Sec-
retary General Kofi Annan about his
duty to uphold the principle the United
Nations considers most important in
its charter—the legal equality of na-
tions, which is Article 2(1).

Furthermore, this legal principle
says all states are not similar in their
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characteristics. For example, China
contains about one-quarter of the
human race while the State of the Vat-
ican City contains a little fewer than
1,000 citizens.

Moreover, this Nation, the United
States, is exponentially larger in phys-
ical size and political stature than,
say, Bangladesh; however, both nations
have equal status under international
law.

Frances Kissling, president of Catho-
lics for a Free Choice, said the Holy
See sitting at the U.N. was like ‘‘Euro-
Disney sitting on the Security Coun-
cil.’’ Can you imagine? Surely, any per-
son, American or not, would recoil at
the irreverence of this statement and
the ignorance, frankly, of the invalu-
able work the Holy See has undertaken
to foster peace between fellow nations.

Highly respected U.N. leaders, such
as Dag Hammarskjold, have, in fact,
recognized the unique sovereign status
of the State of the Vatican City and in-
sisted on the presence of the Holy See
at the U.N. In addition, U.N. Secretary
General U Thant attempted to estab-
lish an increased stability of relations
between the Holy See and the U.N.

Catholics for a Free Choice—I use
that term loosely—a leading organiza-
tion in the movement to remove the
Holy See from the U.N., has set forth
the following statement in their own
web site:

What place does a religious body—claiming
to possess the universal ‘‘objective truth’’
and speak infallibly on moral matters—have
in an intergovernmental institution like the
United Nations?

I would like to point out that above
the doors of the U.S. House Chamber
are the reliefs of great lawmakers who
had a profound impact on the moral
and legal origins of this Nation. The
most important lawmaker is Moses; his
relief is placed higher, in the center of
the Chamber, facing the Chair.

Why didn’t anyone question the sov-
ereignty of the Soviet Union and its
Politburo, with the Communist ide-
ology that it espoused, and the manner
in which it imposed its will upon the
satellite states of Eastern Europe
under its control? I did not hear any
criticism of them.

Should theocracies, such as Iran or
even Israel, be threatened in the same
manner if some extremist organization,
opposed to their religious and social
views, came forth?

The elected head of the Catholic
Church, Pope John Paul II, has re-
cently made trips to Cuba and Angola,
where he was received by multitudes,
millions of people, supporting his mes-
sage of peace, the rule of law, and free-
dom represented by the Catholic
Church and, indeed, by many other
citizens, as well.

I am proud to say, in submitting this
resolution, that as original cosponsors
I have Senators COVERDELL, SANTORUM,
LANDRIEU, HELMS, ASHCROFT, INHOFE,
MCCAIN, STEVENS, and BROWNBACK. A
bipartisan group has become original
cosponsors. I urge my colleagues, in

the name of what is right, to join with
us in sponsoring this legislation.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE AFFORDABLE EDUCATION
ACT OF 1999

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 2863

Mr. BINGAMAN proposed an amend-
ment to the bill (S. 1134) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow
tax-free expenditures from education
individual retirement accounts for ele-
mentary and secondary school ex-
penses, to increase the maximum an-
nual amount of contributions to such
accounts, and for other purposes; as
follows:

Strike section 101 and insert the following:
‘‘SEC. 101 FUNDS FOR ACCOUNTABILITY AND

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT.
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$275,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

‘‘(b) NATIONAL ACTIVITIES.—From the
amount appropriated for any fiscal year
under subsection (a), the Secretary of Edu-
cation (‘the Secretary’) may reserve not
more than 3 percent to conduct evaluations
and studies, collect data, and carry out other
activities relevant to sections 1116 and 1117
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (hereafter in this section referred
to as ‘‘the ESEA’’). .

‘‘(c) ALLOCATIONS TO STATES.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate the amount appro-
priated for any fiscal year under subsection
(a) and not reserved under subsection (b)
among the States in the same proportion in
which funds are allocated among the States
under part A of title I of the ESEA.

‘‘(d) STATE USE OF FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational

agency shall use funds received under sub-
section (c) to—

‘‘(A) make allotments under paragraph (2);
and

‘‘(B) carry out its responsibilities under
sections 1116 and 1117 of the ESEA, including
establishing and supporting the State edu-
cational agency’s statewide system of tech-
nical assistance and support for local edu-
cational agencies.

‘‘(2) ALLOTMENTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational
agency shall allot at least 70 percent of the
amount received under this section to local
educational agencies in the State.

‘‘(B) PRIORITIES.—In making allotments
under this paragraph, the State educational
agency shall—

‘‘(i) give first priority to schools and local
educational agencies with schools identified
for corrective action under section 1116(c)(5)
of the ESEA; and

‘‘(ii) give second priority to schools and
local educational agencies with other
schools identified for school improvement
under section 1116(c)(1) of the ESEA.

‘‘(e) LOCAL USE OF FUNDS.—.
‘‘(1) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Each local edu-

cational agency receiving an allotment
under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) shall use the al-
lotment to carry out effective corrective ac-
tion in the schools identified for corrective
action.

‘‘(2) SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT.—Each local edu-
cational agency receiving an allotment

under subsection (d)(2)(B)(ii) shall use the al-
lotment to achieve substantial improvement
in the performance of the schools identified
for school improvement.’’

GRAHAM (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2864

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. ROBB,
and Mr. BINGMAN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 1134, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:

TITLE ll—TRANSITION TO TEACHING
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Transition
to Teaching Act’’.
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds as follows:
(1) School districts will need to hire more

than 2,000,000 teachers in the next decade.
The need for teachers in the areas of mathe-
matics, science, foreign languages, special
education, and bilingual education, and for
those able to teach in high-poverty school
districts will be particularly high. To meet
this need, talented Americans of all ages
should be recruited to become successful,
qualified teachers.

(2) Nearly 28 percent of teachers of aca-
demic subjects have neither an under-
graduate major nor minor in their main as-
signment fields. This problem is more acute
in high-poverty schools, where the out-of-
field percentage is 39 percent.

(3) The Third International Math and
Science Study (TIMSS) ranked United
States high school seniors last among 16
countries in physics and next to last in
mathematics. It is also evident, mainly from
the TIMSS data, that based on academic
scores, a stronger emphasis needs to be
placed on the academic preparation of our
children in mathematics and science.

(4) One-fourth of high-poverty schools find
it very difficult to fill bilingual teaching po-
sitions, and nearly half of public school
teachers have students in their classrooms
for whom English is a second language.

(5) Many career-changing professionals
with strong content-area skills are inter-
ested in a teaching career, but need assist-
ance in getting the appropriate pedagogical
training and classroom experience.

(6) The Troops to Teachers model has been
highly successful in linking high-quality
teachers to teach in high-poverty districts.
SEC. ll3. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this title is to address the
need of high-poverty school districts for
highly qualified teachers in particular sub-
ject areas, such as mathematics, science, for-
eign languages, bilingual education, and spe-
cial education, needed by those school dis-
tricts, by recruiting, preparing, placing, and
supporting career-changing professionals
who have knowledge and experience that will
help them become such teachers.
SEC. ll4. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is author-
ized to use funds appropriated under sub-
section (b) for each fiscal year to award
grants, contracts, or cooperative agreements
to institutions of higher education and pub-
lic and private nonprofit agencies or organi-
zations to carry out programs authorized by
this title.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this title,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2006.
SEC. ll5. APPLICATION.

Each applicant that desires an award under
section ll4(a) shall submit an application
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to the Secretary containing such informa-
tion as the Secretary requires, including—

(1) a description of the target group of ca-
reer-changing professionals upon which the
applicant will focus in carrying out its pro-
gram under this title, including a description
of the characteristics of that target group
that shows how the knowledge and experi-
ence of its members are relevant to meeting
the purpose of this title;

(2) a description of how the applicant will
identify and recruit program participants;

(3) a description of the training that pro-
gram participants will receive and how that
training will relate to their certification as
teachers;

(4) a description of how the applicant will
ensure that program participants are placed
and teach in high-poverty local educational
agencies;

(5) a description of the teacher induction
services (which may be provided through ex-
isting induction programs) the program par-
ticipants will receive throughout at least
their first year of teaching;

(6) a description of how the applicant will
collaborate, as needed, with other institu-
tions, agencies, or organizations to recruit,
train, place, and support program partici-
pants under this title, including evidence of
the commitment of those institutions, agen-
cies, or organizations to the applicant’s pro-
gram;

(7) a description of how the applicant will
evaluate the progress and effectiveness of its
program, including—

(A) the program’s goals and objectives;
(B) the performance indicators the appli-

cant will use to measure the program’s
progress; and

(C) the outcome measures that will be used
to determine the program’s effectiveness;
and

(8) an assurance that the applicant will
provide to the Secretary such information as
the Secretary determines necessary to deter-
mine the overall effectiveness of programs
under this title.
SEC. ll6. USES OF FUNDS AND PERIOD OF

SERVICE.

(a) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Funds under
this title may be used for—

(1) recruiting program participants, includ-
ing informing them of opportunities under
the program and putting them in contact
with other institutions, agencies, or organi-
zations that would train, place, and support
them;

(2) training stipends and other financial in-
centives for program participants, not to ex-
ceed $5,000 per participant;

(3) assisting institutions of higher edu-
cation or other providers of teacher training
to tailor their training to meet the par-
ticular needs of professionals who are chang-
ing their careers to teaching;

(4) placement activities, including identi-
fying high-poverty local educational agen-
cies with a need for the particular skills and
characteristics of the newly trained program
participants and assisting those participants
to obtain employment in those local edu-
cational agencies; and

(5) post-placement induction or support ac-
tivities for program participants.

(b) PERIOD OF SERVICE.—A program partici-
pant in a program under this title who com-
pletes his or her training shall serve in a
high-poverty local educational agency for at
least 3 years.

(c) REPAYMENT.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish such requirements as the Secretary
determines appropriate to ensure that pro-
gram participants who receive a training sti-
pend or other financial incentive under sub-
section (a)(2), but fail to complete their serv-
ice obligation under subsection (b), repay all

or a portion of such stipend or other incen-
tive.
SEC. ll7. EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.

To the extent practicable, the Secretary
shall make awards under this title that sup-
port programs in different geographic re-
gions of the Nation.
SEC. ll8. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) HIGH-POVERTY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-

CY.—The term ‘‘high-poverty local edu-
cational agency’’ means a local educational
agency in which the percentage of children,
ages 5 through 17, from families below the
poverty level is 20 percent or greater, or the
number of such children exceeds 10,000.

(2) PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS.—The term
‘‘program participants’’ means career-chang-
ing professionals who—

(A) hold at least a baccalaureate degree;
(B) demonstrate interest in, and commit-

ment to, becoming a teacher; and
(C) have knowledge and experience that

are relevant to teaching a high-need subject
area in a high-need local educational agency.

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 2865

Mr. WELLSTONE proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 1134, supra; as
follows:

At the appropriate place add the following:
SEC. ll. REPORT TO CONGRESS REGARDING EX-

TENT AND SEVERITY OF CHILD POV-
ERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than June 1,
2001 and prior to any reauthorization of the
temporary assistance to needy families pro-
gram under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) for any
fiscal year after fiscal year 2002, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services (in this
section referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall
report to Congress on the extent and sever-
ity of child poverty in the United States.
Such report shall, at a minimum—

(1) determine for the period since the en-
actment of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(Public Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2105)—

(A) whether the rate of child poverty in the
United States has increased;

(B) whether the children who live in pov-
erty in the United States have gotten poorer;
and

(C) how changes in the availability of cash
and non-cash benefits to poor families have
affected child poverty in the United States;

(2) identify alternative methods for defin-
ing child poverty that are based on consider-
ation of factors other than family income
and resources, including consideration of a
family’s work-related expenses; and

(3) contain multiple measures of child pov-
erty in the United States that may include
the child poverty gap and the extreme pov-
erty rate.

(b) LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL.—If the Sec-
retary determines that during the period
since the enactment of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 110
Stat. 2105) the extent or severity of child
poverty in the United States has increased
to any extent, the Secretary shall include
with the report to Congress required under
subsection (a) a legislative proposal address-
ing the factors that led to such increase.

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 2866
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, S. 1135, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:

TITLE ll—AMENDMENTS TO THE
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

SEC. ll01. SCHOLARSHIPS FOR FUTURE TEACH-
ERS.

Part A of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘SUBPART 9—SCHOLARSHIPS FOR FUTURE
TEACHERS

‘‘SEC. 420L. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.
‘‘It is the purpose of this subpart to estab-

lish a scholarship program to promote stu-
dent excellence and achievement and to en-
courage students to make a commitment to
teaching.
‘‘SEC. 420M. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED.

‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
is authorized, in accordance with the provi-
sions of this subpart, to make grants to
States to enable the States to award scholar-
ships to individuals who have demonstrated
outstanding academic achievement and who
make a commitment to become State cer-
tified teachers in elementary schools or sec-
ondary schools that are served by local edu-
cational agencies.

‘‘(b) PERIOD OF AWARD.—Scholarships
under this section shall be awarded for a pe-
riod of not less than 1 and not more than 4
years during the first 4 years of study at any
institution of higher education eligible to
participate in any program assisted under
this title. The State educational agency ad-
ministering the scholarship program in a
State shall have discretion to determine the
period of the award (within the limits speci-
fied in the preceding sentence).

‘‘(c) USE AT ANY INSTITUTION PERMITTED.—
A student awarded a scholarship under this
subpart may attend any institution of higher
education.
‘‘SEC. 420N. ALLOCATION AMONG STATES.

‘‘(a) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—From the
sums appropriated under section 420U for
any fiscal year, the Secretary shall allocate
to each State that has an agreement under
section 420O an amount that bears the same
relation to the sums as the amount the State
received under part A of title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 bears to the amount received under such
part A by all States.

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF SCHOLARSHIPS.—The Sec-
retary shall promulgate regulations setting
forth the amount of scholarships awarded
under this subpart.
‘‘SEC. 420O. AGREEMENTS.

‘‘The Secretary shall enter into an agree-
ment with each State desiring to participate
in the scholarship program authorized by
this subpart. Each such agreement shall in-
clude provisions designed to ensure that—

‘‘(1) the State educational agency will ad-
minister the scholarship program authorized
by this subpart in the State;

‘‘(2) the State educational agency will
comply with the eligibility and selection
provisions of this subpart;

‘‘(3) the State educational agency will con-
duct outreach activities to publicize the
availability of scholarships under this sub-
part to all eligible students in the State,
with particular emphasis on activities de-
signed to assure that students from low-in-
come and moderate-income families have ac-
cess to the information on the opportunity
for full participation in the scholarship pro-
gram authorized by this subpart; and

‘‘(4) the State educational agency will pay
to each individual in the State who is award-
ed a scholarship under this subpart an
amount determined in accordance with regu-
lations promulgated under section 420N(b).
‘‘SEC. 420P. ELIGIBILITY OF SCHOLARS.

‘‘(a) SECONDARY SCHOOL GRADUATION OR
EQUIVALENT AND ADMISSION TO INSTITUTION
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REQUIRED.—Each student awarded a scholar-
ship under this subpart shall—

‘‘(1) have a secondary school diploma or its
recognized equivalent;

‘‘(2) have a score on a nationally recog-
nized college entrance exam, such as the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or the Amer-
ican College Testing Program (ACT), that is
in the top 20 percent of all scores achieved by
individuals in the secondary school grad-
uating class of the student, or have a grade
point average that is in the top 20 percent of
all students in the secondary school grad-
uating class of the student;

‘‘(3) have been admitted for enrollment at
an institution of higher education; and

‘‘(4) make a commitment to become a
State certified elementary school or sec-
ondary school teacher for a period of 5 years.

‘‘(b) SELECTION BASED ON COMMITMENT TO
TEACHING.—Each student awarded a scholar-
ship under this subpart shall demonstrate
outstanding academic achievement and show
promise of continued academic achievement.
‘‘SEC. 420Q. SELECTION OF SCHOLARS.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITERIA.—The
State educational agency is authorized to es-
tablish the criteria for the selection of schol-
ars under this subpart.

‘‘(b) ADOPTION OF PROCEDURES.—The State
educational agency shall adopt selection pro-
cedures designed to ensure an equitable geo-
graphic distribution of scholarship awards
within the State.

‘‘(c) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.—In car-
rying out its responsibilities under sub-
sections (a) and (b), the State educational
agency shall consult with school administra-
tors, local educational agencies, teachers,
counselors, and parents.

‘‘(d) TIMING OF SELECTION.—The selection
process shall be completed, and the awards
made, prior to the end of each secondary
school academic year.
‘‘SEC. 420R. SCHOLARSHIP CONDITION.

‘‘The State educational agency shall estab-
lish procedures to assure that a scholar
awarded a scholarship under this subpart
pursues a course of study at an institution of
higher education that is related to a career
in teaching.
‘‘SEC. 420S. RECRUITMENT.

‘‘In carrying out a scholarship program
under this section, a State may use not less
than 5 percent of the amount awarded to the
State under this subpart to carry out re-
cruitment programs through local edu-
cational agencies. Such programs shall tar-
get liberal arts, education and technical in-
stitutions of higher education in the State.
‘‘SEC. 420T. INFORMATION.

‘‘The Secretary shall develop additional
programs or strengthen existing programs to
publicize information regarding the pro-
grams assisted under this title and teaching
careers in general.
‘‘SEC. 420U. APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated,
and there are appropriated, to carry out this
subpart $10,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
2001 through 2005, of which not more than 0.5
percent shall be used by the Secretary in any
fiscal year to carry out section 420T.’’.
SEC. ll02. LOAN FORGIVENESS AND CANCELLA-

TION FOR TEACHERS.
(a) FEDERAL STAFFORD LOANS.—Section

428J of Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 1078–10) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) of subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘for 5
consecutive complete school years’’;

(2) by amending paragraph (1) of subsection
(c) to read as follows:

‘‘(1) AMOUNT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

repay—

‘‘(i) not more than $5,000 in the aggregate
of the loan obligation on a loan made under
section 428 or 428H that is outstanding after
the completion of the second complete
school year of teaching described in sub-
section (b)(1); and

‘‘(ii) not more than $5,000 in the aggregate
of such loan obligation that is outstanding
after the fifth complete school year of teach-
ing described in subsection (b)(1).

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—No borrower may re-
ceive a reduction of loan obligations under
both this section and section 460.’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There are authorized to be appropriated, and
there are appropriated, to carry out this sec-
tion $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
2001 through 2005.’’.

(b) DIRECT LOANS.—Section 460 of the High-
er Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087j) is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i) of
subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘for 5 con-
secutive complete school years’’;

(2) by amending paragraph (1) of subsection
(c) to read as follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
repay—

‘‘(A) not more than $5,000 in the aggregate
of the loan obligation on a Federal Direct
Stafford Loan or a Federal Direct Unsub-
sidized Stafford Loan that is outstanding
after the completion of the second complete
school year of teaching described in sub-
section (b)(1)(A); and

‘‘(B) not more than $5,000 in the aggregate
of such loan obligation that is outstanding
after the fifth complete school year of teach-
ing described in subsection (b)(1)(A).’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) APPROPRIATIONS.—There are author-

ized to be appropriated, and there are appro-
priated, to carry out this section $50,000,000
for each of the fiscal years 2001 through
2005.’’.

LANDRIEU (AND LIEBERMAN)
AMENDMENT NO. 2867

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr.

LIEBERMAN) submitted an amendment
to be proposed by them to the bill, S.
1134, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
TITLE ll—TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL

QUALITY AND PROFESSIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT

SEC. ll1. TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL QUALITY
AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the ‘‘Public Education Reinvestment, Re-
invention, and Responsibility Act’’.

(b) PROGRAMS.—Title II of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 6601 et seq.) is amended to read as fol-
lows:
‘‘TITLE II—TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL

QUALITY AND PROFESSIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT

‘‘SEC. 2001. PURPOSE.
‘‘The purpose of this title is to provide

grants to State educational agencies and
local educational agencies in order to assist
their efforts to increase student academic
achievement through such strategies as im-
proving teacher and principal quality and in-
creasing professional development.
‘‘SEC. 2002. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this title:
‘‘(1) FULLY QUALIFIED.—The term ‘fully

qualified’ means—
‘‘(A) in the case of an elementary school

teacher (other than a teacher teaching in a

public charter school), a teacher who, at a
minimum—

‘‘(i) has obtained State certification (which
may include certification obtained through
alternative means), or a State license, to
teach in the State in which the teacher
teaches;

‘‘(ii) holds a bachelor’s degree from an in-
stitution of higher education; and

‘‘(iii) demonstrates subject matter knowl-
edge, teaching knowledge, and the teaching
skills required to teach effectively reading,
writing, mathematics, science, social stud-
ies, and other elements of a liberal arts edu-
cation; and

‘‘(B) in the case of a secondary school
teacher (other than a teacher teaching in a
public charter school), a teacher who, at a
minimum—

‘‘(i) has obtained State certification (which
may include certification obtained through
alternative means), or a State license, to
teach in the State in which the teacher
teaches;

‘‘(ii) holds a bachelor’s degree from an in-
stitution of higher education;

‘‘(iii) demonstrates a high level of com-
petence in all subject areas in which the
teacher teaches through—

‘‘(I) completion of an academic major (or
courses totaling an equivalent number of
credit hours) in each of the subject areas in
which the teacher provides instruction; or

‘‘(II) achievement of a high level of per-
formance in other professional employment
experience in subject areas relevant to the
subject areas in which the teacher provides
instruction; and

‘‘(iv) achieves a high level of performance
on rigorous academic subject area tests ad-
ministered by the State in which the teacher
teaches.

‘‘(2) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—
The term ‘institution of higher education’
means an institution of higher education, as
defined in section 101 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, that—

‘‘(A) has not been identified as low per-
forming under section 208 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965; and

‘‘(B) is in full compliance with the public
reporting requirements described in section
207 of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

‘‘(3) OUTLYING AREA.—The term ‘outlying
area’ means the United States Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.

‘‘(4) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty
line’ means the poverty line (as defined by
the Office of Management and Budget, and
revised annually in accordance with section
673(2) of the Community Services Block
Grant Act) applicable to a family of the size
involved, for the most recent year.

‘‘(5) SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION.—The term
‘school-age population’ means the popu-
lation aged 5 through 17, as determined on
the basis of the most recent satisfactory
data.

‘‘(6) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each
of the several States in the United States,
the District of Columbia, and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico.
‘‘SEC. 2003. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.

‘‘(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
shall award a grant, from allotments made
under subsection (b), to each State having a
State plan approved under section 2005, to
enable the State to raise the quality of, and
provide professional development opportuni-
ties for, public elementary school and sec-
ondary school teachers, principals, and ad-
ministrators.

‘‘(b) RESERVATIONS AND ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘(1) RESERVATIONS.—From the amount ap-

propriated under section 2015 to carry out
this title for each fiscal year, the Secretary
shall reserve—
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‘‘(A) 1⁄2 of 1 percent of such amount for pay-

ments to the Bureau of Indian Affairs for ac-
tivities, approved by the Secretary, con-
sistent with this title;

‘‘(B) 1⁄2 of 1 percent of such amount for pay-
ments to outlying areas, to be allotted in ac-
cordance with their respective needs as de-
termined by the Secretary, for activities, ap-
proved by the Secretary, consistent with this
title; and

‘‘(C) such sums as may be necessary to con-
tinue to support any multiyear partnership
program award made under parts A, C, and D
of this title and under title IV of the Goals
2000: Educate America Act (as such titles and
Act were in effect on the day preceding the
date of enactment of the Public Education
Reinvestment, Reinvention, and Responsi-
bility Act) until the termination of the
multiyear award.

‘‘(2) STATE ALLOTMENTS.—From the
amount appropriated under section 2015 for a
fiscal year and remaining after the Sec-
retary makes reservations under paragraph
(1), the Secretary shall allot to each State
having a State plan approved under section
2005 the sum of—

‘‘(A) an amount that bears the same rela-
tionship to 50 percent of the remainder as
the school-age population from families with
incomes below the poverty line in the State
bears to the school-age population from fam-
ilies with incomes below the poverty line in
all States; and

‘‘(B) an amount that bears the same rela-
tionship to 50 percent of the remainder as
the school-age population in the State bears
to the school-age population in all States.

‘‘(c) STATE MINIMUM.—For any fiscal year,
no State shall be allotted under this section
an amount that is less than 1⁄2 of 1 percent of
the total amount allotted to all States under
subsection (b)(2).

‘‘(d) HOLD-HARMLESS AMOUNTS.—For fiscal
year 2001, notwithstanding subsection (b)(2),
the amount allotted to each State under this
section shall be not less than 100 percent of
the total amount the State was allotted
under part B of this title (as this title was in
effect on the day preceding the date of enact-
ment of the Public Education Reinvestment,
Reinvention, and Responsibility Act) for the
preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(e) RATABLE REDUCTIONS.—If the sums
made available under subsection (b)(2) for
any fiscal year are insufficient to pay the
full amounts that all States are eligible to
receive under subsection (d) for such year,
the Secretary shall ratably reduce such
amounts for such year.
‘‘SEC. 2004. WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational
agency for a State receiving a grant under
section 2003(a) shall—

‘‘(1) set aside 10 percent of the grant funds
to award educator partnership grants under
section 2013;

‘‘(2) set aside not more than 5 percent of
the grant funds to carry out activities de-
scribed the State plan submitted under sec-
tion 2005; and

‘‘(3) using the remaining 85 percent of the
grant funds, make subgrants by allocating to
each local educational agency in the State
the sum of—

‘‘(A) an amount that bears the same rela-
tionship to 60 percent of the remainder as
the school-age population from families with
incomes below the poverty line in the area
served by the local educational agency bears
to the school-age population from families
with incomes below the poverty line in the
area served by all local educational agencies
in the State; and

‘‘(B) an amount that bears the same rela-
tionship to 40 percent of the remainder as
the school-age population in the area served

by the local educational agency bears to the
school-age population in the area served by
all local educational agencies in the State.

‘‘(b) HOLD-HARMLESS AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) FISCAL YEAR 2001.—For fiscal year 2001,

notwithstanding subsection (a), the amount
allocated to each local educational agency
under this section shall be not less than 100
percent of the total amount the local edu-
cational agency was allocated under this
title (as this title was in effect on the day
preceding the date of enactment of the Pub-
lic Education Reinvestment, Reinvention,
and Responsibility Act) for fiscal year 2000.

‘‘(2) FISCAL YEAR 2002.—For fiscal year 2002,
notwithstanding subsection (a), the amount
allocated to each local educational agency
under this section shall be not less than 85
percent of the amount allocated to the local
educational agency under this section for fis-
cal year 2001.

‘‘(3) FISCAL YEARS 2003–2005.—For each of fis-
cal years 2003 through 2005, notwithstanding
subsection (a), the amount allocated to each
local educational agency under this section
shall be not less than 70 percent of the
amount allocated to the local educational
agency under this section for the previous
fiscal year.

‘‘(c) RATABLE REDUCTIONS.—If the sums
made available under subsection (a)(3) for
any fiscal year are insufficient to pay the
full amounts that all local educational agen-
cies are eligible to receive under subsection
(b) for such year, the State educational agen-
cy shall ratably reduce such amounts for
such year.
‘‘SEC. 2005. STATE PLANS.

‘‘(a) PLAN REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) COMPREHENSIVE STATE PLAN.—The

State educational agency for each State de-
siring a grant under this title shall submit a
State plan, developed in consultation with
the entity or agency, if other than the State
educational agency, that is responsible for
teacher certification or licensing in the
State, to the Secretary at such time, in such
manner, and accompanied by such informa-
tion as the Secretary may require.

‘‘(B) TEACHER CERTIFICATION OR LICEN-
SURE.—The entity, or agency, if other than
the State educational agency, that is respon-
sible for teacher certification or licensing in
the State, shall develop, in consultation with
the State educational agency, and submit to
the State educational agency the portion of
the State plan described in subparagraph (A)
that addresses teacher certification or licen-
sure.

‘‘(2) CONSOLIDATED PLAN.—A State plan
submitted under paragraph (1) may be sub-
mitted as part of a consolidated plan under
section 14302.

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—Each plan submitted
under subsection (a) shall—

‘‘(1) describe how the State is taking rea-
sonable steps to—

‘‘(A) reform teacher certification, recertifi-
cation, or licensure requirements to ensure
that—

‘‘(i) teachers have the necessary teaching
skills and academic content knowledge in
the academic subjects in which the teachers
are assigned to teach;

‘‘(ii) such requirements are aligned with
the challenging State content standards;

‘‘(iii) teachers have the knowledge and
skills necessary to help students meet the
challenging State student performance
standards;

‘‘(iv) such requirements take into account
the need, as determined by the State, for
greater access to, and participation in, the
teaching profession by individuals from his-
torically underrepresented groups; and

‘‘(v) teachers have the necessary techno-
logical skills to integrate more effectively

technology in the teaching of content re-
quired by State and local standards in all
academic subjects in which the teachers pro-
vide instruction;

‘‘(B) develop and implement rigorous test-
ing procedures for all teachers to ensure that
the teachers have teaching skills and aca-
demic content knowledge necessary to teach
effectively the content called for by State
and local standards in all academic subjects
in which the teachers provide instruction;

‘‘(C) establish, expand, or improve alter-
native routes to State certification of teach-
ers, especially in the areas of mathematics
and science, for highly qualified individuals
with a baccalaureate degree, including mid-
career professionals form other occupations,
paraprofessionals, former military per-
sonnel, and recent college or university grad-
uates who have records of academic distinc-
tion and who demonstrate the potential to
become highly effective teachers;

‘‘(D) reduce emergency teacher certifi-
cation;

‘‘(E) develop and implement effective pro-
grams, and provide financial assistance, to
assist local educational agencies, elementary
schools, and secondary schools in effectively
recruiting and retaining fully qualified
teachers and principals, particularly in
schools that have the lowest proportion of
fully qualified teachers or the highest pro-
portion of low-performing students;

‘‘(F) provide professional development pro-
grams that meet the requirements described
in section 2011;

‘‘(G) provide programs that are designed to
assist new teachers during their first 3 years
of teaching, such as mentoring programs
that—

‘‘(i) provide mentoring to new teachers
from veteran teachers with expertise in the
same subject matter as the new teachers are
teaching;

‘‘(ii) provide mentors time for activities
such as coaching, observing, and assisting
teachers who are being mentored; and

‘‘(iii) use standards or assessments that are
consistent with the State’s student perform-
ance standards and the requirements for pro-
fessional development activities described in
section 2011 in order to guide the new teach-
ers;

‘‘(H) provide technical assistance to local
educational agencies in developing and im-
plementing activities described in section
2010; and

‘‘(I) ensure that programs in core academic
subjects, particularly in mathematics and
science, will take into account the need for
greater access to, and participation in, such
core academic subjects by students from his-
torically underrepresented groups, including
females, minorities, individuals with limited
English proficiency, the economically dis-
advantaged, and individuals with disabil-
ities, by incorporating pedagogical strate-
gies and techniques that meet such students’
educational needs;

‘‘(2) describe the activities for which as-
sistance is sought under the grant, and how
such activities will improve students’ aca-
demic achievement and close academic
achievement gaps of low-income, minority,
and limited English proficient students;

‘‘(3) describe how the State will establish
annual numerical performance objectives
under section 2006 for improving the quali-
fications of teachers and the professional de-
velopment of teachers, principals, and ad-
ministrators;

‘‘(4) contain an assurance that the State
consulted with local educational agencies,
education-related community groups, non-
profit organizations, parents, teachers,
school administrators, local school boards,
institutions of higher education in the State,
and content specialists in establishing the
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performance objectives described in section
2006;

‘‘(5) describe how the State will hold local
educational agencies, elementary schools,
and secondary schools accountable for meet-
ing the performance objectives described in
section 2006 and for reporting annually on
the local educational agencies’ and schools’
progress in meeting the performance objec-
tives;

‘‘(6) describe how the State will ensure
that a local educational agency receiving a
subgrant under section 2004 will comply with
the requirements of this title;

‘‘(7) provide an assurance that the State
will require each local educational agency,
elementary school, or secondary school re-
ceiving funds under this title to report pub-
licly the local educational agency’s or
school’s annual progress with respect to the
performance objectives described in section
2006; and

‘‘(8) describe how the State will coordinate
professional development activities author-
ized under this title with professional devel-
opment activities provided under other Fed-
eral, State, and local programs, including
programs authorized under titles I and III
and, where appropriate, the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act and the Carl D.
Perkins Vocational and Technical Education
Act of 1998.

‘‘(c) SECRETARY APPROVAL.—The Secretary
shall, using a peer review process, approve a
State plan if the plan meets the require-
ments of this section.

‘‘(d) DURATION OF THE PLAN.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State plan shall—
‘‘(A) remain in effect for the duration of

the State’s participation under this title;
and

‘‘(B) be periodically reviewed and revised
by the State, as necessary, to reflect changes
to the State’s strategies and programs car-
ried out under this title.

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—If a State
receiving a grant under this title makes sig-
nificant changes to the State plan, such as
the adoption of new performance objectives,
the State shall submit information regarding
the significant changes to the Secretary.
‘‘SEC. 2006. PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State receiving a
grant under this title shall establish annual
numerical performance objectives with re-
spect to progress in improving the qualifica-
tions of teachers and the professional devel-
opment of teachers, principals, and adminis-
trators. For each annual numerical perform-
ance objective established, the State shall
specify an incremental percentage increase
for the objective to be attained for each of
the fiscal years for which the State receives
a grant under this title, relative to the pre-
ceding fiscal year.

‘‘(b) REQUIRED OBJECTIVES.—At a min-
imum, the annual numerical performance
objectives described in subsection (a) shall
include an incremental increase in the per-
centage of—

‘‘(1) classes in core academic subjects that
are being taught by teachers who have de-
grees from institutions of higher education,
and who are fully certified or licensed by the
State in the academic subjects that the
teachers are assigned to teach;

‘‘(2) new teachers and principals receiving
professional development support, including
mentoring for teachers, during the teachers’
first 3 years of teaching;

‘‘(3) teachers, principals, and administra-
tors participating in high quality profes-
sional development programs that are con-
sistent with section 2011; and

‘‘(4) fully qualified teachers teaching in the
State, to ensure that all teachers teaching in
such State are fully qualified by December
31, 2005.

‘‘(c) REQUIREMENT FOR FULLY QUALIFIED
TEACHERS.—Each State receiving a grant
under this title shall ensure that all public
elementary school and secondary school
teachers in the State are fully qualified not
later than December 31, 2005.

‘‘(d) ACCOUNTABILITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State receiving a

grant under this title shall be held account-
able for—

‘‘(A) meeting the State’s annual numerical
performance objectives; and

‘‘(B) meeting reporting requirements speci-
fied by the Secretary.

‘‘(2) SANCTIONS.—Any State that fails to
meet the requirement described in paragraph
(1)(A) shall be subject to sanctions. The Sec-
retary shall reduce by an appropriate per-
centage the amount the State is entitled to
receive for administrative expenses. The Sec-
retary shall provide technical assistance, if
sought, to a State subjected to the sanc-
tions.

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the provisions of sub-
section (c) shall not supersede State laws
governing public charter schools.

‘‘(f) COORDINATION.—Each State that re-
ceives a grant under this title and a grant
under section 202 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 shall coordinate the activities the
State carries out under such section 202 with
the activities the State carries out under
this section.
‘‘SEC. 2007. OPTIONAL ACTIVITIES.

‘‘Each State receiving a grant under sec-
tion 2003(a) may use the grant funds—

‘‘(1) to develop and implement a system to
measure the effectiveness of specific profes-
sional development programs and strategies;

‘‘(2) to increase the portability of teacher
pensions and reciprocity of teaching certifi-
cation or licensure among States, except
that no reciprocity agreement developed
under this section may lead to the weak-
ening of any State teacher certification or
licensing requirement;

‘‘(3) to reform tenure systems;
‘‘(4) to develop or assist local educational

agencies in the development and utilization
of proven, innovative strategies to deliver
intensive professional development programs
that are cost effective and easily accessible,
such as programs offered through the use of
technology and distance learning;

‘‘(5) to provide assistance to local edu-
cational agencies for the development and
implementation of innovative professional
development programs that train teachers to
use technology to improve teaching and
learning and that are consistent with the re-
quirements of section 2011;

‘‘(6) to provide professional development to
enable teachers to ensure that female stu-
dents, minority students, limited English
proficient students, students with disabil-
ities, and economically disadvantaged stu-
dents have the full opportunity to achieve
challenging State content and performance
standards in the core academic subjects;

‘‘(7) to increase the number of women, mi-
norities, and individuals with disabilities
who teach in the State and who are fully
qualified and provide instruction in core aca-
demic subjects in which such individuals are
underrepresented; and

‘‘(8) to increase the number of highly quali-
fied women, minorities, and individuals from
other underrepresented groups who are in-
volved in the administration of elementary
schools and secondary schools within the
State.
‘‘SEC. 2008. STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

‘‘Each State receiving a grant under sec-
tion 2003(a) may use not more than 5 percent
of the amount set aside in section 2004(a)(2)
for the cost of—

‘‘(1) planning and administering the activi-
ties described in section 2005(b); and

‘‘(2) making subgrants to local educational
agencies under section 2004.
‘‘SEC. 2009. LOCAL PLANS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational
agency desiring a grant from the State under
section 2004(a)(3) shall submit a local plan to
the State educational agency—

‘‘(1) at such time, in such manner, and ac-
companied by such information as the State
educational agency may require; and

‘‘(2) that describes how the local edu-
cational agency will coordinate the activi-
ties for which assistance is sought under this
title with other programs carried out under
this Act, or other Acts, as appropriate.

‘‘(b) LOCAL PLAN CONTENTS.—The local
plan described in subsection (a) shall, at a
minimum—

‘‘(1) describe how the local educational
agency will use the grant funds to meet the
State performance objectives for teacher
qualifications and professional development
described in section 2006;

‘‘(2) describe how the local educational
agency will hold elementary schools and sec-
ondary schools accountable for meeting the
requirements described in this title;

‘‘(3) contain an assurance that the local
educational agency will target funds to ele-
mentary schools and secondary schools
served by the local educational agency
that—

‘‘(A) have the lowest proportion of fully
qualified teachers; and

‘‘(B) are identified for school improvement
under section 1116;

‘‘(4) describe how the local educational
agency will coordinate professional develop-
ment activities authorized under section
2010(a) with professional development activi-
ties provided through other Federal, State,
and local programs, including those author-
ized under titles I and III and, where applica-
ble, the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act and the Carl D. Perkins Voca-
tional and Technical Education Act of 1998;
and

‘‘(5) describe how the local educational
agency has collaborated with teachers, prin-
cipals, parents, and administrators in the
preparation of the local plan.
‘‘SEC. 2010. LOCAL ACTIVITIES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational
agency receiving a grant under section
2004(a)(3) shall use the grant funds to—

‘‘(1) support professional development ac-
tivities, consistent with section 2011, for—

‘‘(A) teachers, in at least the areas of read-
ing, mathematics, and science; and

‘‘(B) teachers, principals, and administra-
tors in order to provide such individuals with
the knowledge and skills to provide all stu-
dents, including female students, minority
students, limited English proficient stu-
dents, students with disabilities, and eco-
nomically disadvantaged students, with the
opportunity to meet challenging State con-
tent and student performance standards;

‘‘(2) provide professional development to
teachers, principals, and administrators to
enhance the use of technology within ele-
mentary schools and secondary schools in
order to deliver more effective curricula in-
struction;

‘‘(3) recruit and retain fully qualified
teachers and highly qualified principals, par-
ticularly for elementary schools and sec-
ondary schools located in areas with high
percentages of low-performing students and
students from families below the poverty
line;

‘‘(4) recruit and retain fully qualified
teachers and high quality principals to serve
in the elementary schools and secondary
schools with the highest proportion of low-
performing students, such as through—
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‘‘(A) mentoring programs for newly hired

teachers, including programs provided by
master teachers, and for newly hired prin-
cipals; and

‘‘(B) programs that provide other incen-
tives, including financial incentives, to
retain—

‘‘(i) teachers who have a record of success
in helping low-performing students improve
those students’ academic success; and

‘‘(ii) principals who have a record of im-
proving the performance of all students, or
significantly narrowing the gaps between mi-
nority students and nonminority students,
and economically disadvantaged students
and noneconomically disadvantaged stu-
dents, within the elementary schools or sec-
ondary schools served by the principals; and

‘‘(5) provide professional development that
incorporates effective strategies, techniques,
methods, and practices for meeting the edu-
cational needs of diverse groups of students,
including female students, minority stu-
dents, students with disabilities, limited
English proficient students, and economi-
cally disadvantaged students.

‘‘(b) OPTIONAL ACTIVITIES.—Each local edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under sec-
tion 2004(a)(3) may use the subgrant funds—

‘‘(1) to provide a signing bonus or other fi-
nancial incentive, such as differential pay
for—

‘‘(A) a teacher to teach in an academic sub-
ject for which there exists a shortage of fully
qualified teachers within the elementary
school or secondary school in which the
teacher teaches or within the elementary
schools and secondary schools served by the
local educational agency; or

‘‘(B) a highly qualified principal in a
school in which there is a large percentage of
children—

‘‘(i) from low-income families; or
‘‘(ii) with high percentages of low-perform-

ance scores on State assessments;
‘‘(2) to establish programs that—
‘‘(A) recruit professionals into teaching

from other fields and provide such profes-
sionals with alternative routes to teacher
certification, especially in the areas of
mathematics, science, and English language
arts; and

‘‘(B) provide increased teaching and admin-
istration opportunities for fully qualified fe-
males, minorities, individuals with disabil-
ities, and other individuals underrepresented
in the teaching or school administration pro-
fessions;

‘‘(3) to establish programs and activities
that are designed to improve the quality of
the teacher and principal force, such as inno-
vative professional development programs
(which may be provided through partner-
ships, including partnerships with institu-
tions of higher education), and including pro-
grams that—

‘‘(A) train teachers and principals to uti-
lize technology to improve teaching and
learning; and

‘‘(B) are consistent with the requirements
of section 2011;

‘‘(4) for tenure reform;
‘‘(5) to provide collaboratively designed

performance pay systems for teachers and
principals that encourage teachers and prin-
cipals to work together to raise student per-
formance;

‘‘(6) to establish professional development
programs that provide instruction in how to
teach children with different learning styles,
particularly children with disabilities and
children with special learning needs (includ-
ing children who are gifted and talented);

‘‘(7) to establish professional development
programs that provide instruction in how
best to discipline children in the classroom,
and to identify early and appropriate inter-

ventions to help children described in para-
graph (6) learn;

‘‘(8) to provide professional development
programs that provide instruction in how to
teach character education in a manner
that—

‘‘(A) reflects the values of parents, teach-
ers, and local communities; and

‘‘(B) incorporates elements of good char-
acter, including honesty, citizenship, cour-
age, justice, respect, personal responsibility,
and trustworthiness;

‘‘(9) to provide scholarships or other incen-
tives to assist teachers in attaining national
board certification;

‘‘(10) to support activities designed to pro-
vide effective professional development for
teachers of limited English proficient stu-
dents; and

‘‘(11) to establish other activities
designed—

‘‘(A) to improve professional development
for teachers, principals, and administrators
that are consistent with section 2011; and

‘‘(B) to recruit and retain fully qualified
teachers and highly qualified principals.

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Each
local educational agency receiving a grant
under section 2004(a)(3) may use not more
than 1.5 percent of the grant funds for any
fiscal year for the cost of administering ac-
tivities under this title.
‘‘SEC. 2011. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR

TEACHERS.
‘‘(a) LIMITATION RELATING TO CURRICULUM

AND CONTENT AREAS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), a local educational agency
may not use grant funds allocated under sec-
tion 2004(a)(3) to support a professional de-
velopment activity for a teacher that is
not—

‘‘(A) directly related to the curriculum for
which and content areas in which the teach-
er provides instruction; or

‘‘(B) designed to enhance the ability of the
teacher to understand and use the State’s
challenging content standards for the aca-
demic subject in which the teacher provides
instruction.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to professional development activities
that provide instruction in methods of dis-
ciplining children.

‘‘(b) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIV-
ITY.—A professional development activity
carried out under this title shall—

‘‘(1) be measured, in terms of progress de-
scribed in section 2006(a), using the specific
performance indicators established by the
State in accordance with section 2006;

‘‘(2) be tied to challenging State or local
content standards and student performance
standards;

‘‘(3) be tied to scientifically based research
demonstrating the effectiveness of such ac-
tivities in increasing student achievement or
substantially increasing the knowledge and
teaching skills of teachers;

‘‘(4) be of sufficient intensity and duration
(such as not to include 1-day or short-term
workshops and conferences) to have a posi-
tive and lasting impact on teachers’ perform-
ance in the classroom, except that this para-
graph shall not apply to an activity that is
1 component described in a long-term com-
prehensive professional development plan es-
tablished by a teacher and the teacher’s su-
pervisor, and based upon an assessment of
the needs of the teacher, the teacher’s stu-
dents, and the local educational agency;

‘‘(5) be developed with extensive participa-
tion of teachers, principals, parents, admin-
istrators, and local school boards of elemen-
tary schools and secondary schools to be
served under this title, and institutions of
higher education in the State, and, with re-
spect to any professional development pro-

gram described in paragraph (6) or (7) of sec-
tion 2010(b), shall, if applicable, be developed
with extensive coordination with, and par-
ticipation of, professionals with expertise in
such type of professional development;

‘‘(6) to the extent appropriate, provide
training for teachers regarding using tech-
nology and applying technology effectively
in the classroom to improve teaching and
learning concerning the curriculum and aca-
demic content areas, in which those teachers
provide instruction; and

‘‘(7) be directly related to the content
areas in which the teachers provide instruc-
tion and the State content standards.

‘‘(c) ACCOUNTABILITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State shall notify a

local educational agency that the agency
may be subject to the action described in
paragraph (3) if, after any fiscal year, the
State determines that the programs or ac-
tivities funded by the agency under this title
fail to meet the requirements of subsections
(a) and (b).

‘‘(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—A local edu-
cational agency that has received notifica-
tion pursuant to paragraph (1) may request
technical assistance from the State and an
opportunity for such local educational agen-
cy to comply with the requirements of sub-
sections (a) and (b).

‘‘(3) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ACTION.—If
a State educational agency determines that
a local educational agency failed to carry
out the local educational agency’s respon-
sibilities under this section, the State edu-
cational agency shall take such action as the
agency determines to be necessary, con-
sistent with this section, to provide, or di-
rect the local educational agency to provide,
high-quality professional development for
teachers, principals, and administrators.
‘‘SEC. 2012. PARENTS’ RIGHT TO KNOW.

‘‘Each local educational agency receiving a
grant under section 2004(a)(3) shall annually
report to the State in which the agency is lo-
cated information, in the aggregate, on the
professional qualifications of teachers in
schools served by the agency, including the
percentage of such teachers teaching with
emergency or provisional credentials, the
percentage of class sections in such schools
that are not taught by fully qualified teach-
ers, and the percentage of teachers in such
schools who are fully qualified.
‘‘SEC. 2013. STATE REPORTS AND GAO STUDY.

‘‘(a) STATE REPORTS.—Each State edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under this
title shall annually provide a report to the
Secretary describing—

‘‘(1) the progress the State is making in in-
creasing the percentages of fully qualified
teachers in the State to ensure that all
teachers are fully qualified not later than
December 31, 2005, including information
regarding—

‘‘(A) the percentage increase over the pre-
vious fiscal year in the number of fully
qualified teachers teaching in elementary
schools and secondary schools served by
local educational agencies receiving funds
under title I; and

‘‘(B) the percentage increase over the pre-
vious fiscal year in the number of core class-
es being taught by fully qualified teachers in
elementary schools and secondary schools
being served under title I;

‘‘(2) the activities undertaken by the State
educational agency and local educational
agencies in the State to attract and retain
fully qualified teachers, especially in geo-
graphic areas and content subject areas in
which a shortage of such teachers exist; and

‘‘(3) the approximate percentage of Fed-
eral, State, local, and nongovernmental re-
sources being expended to carry out activi-
ties described in paragraph (2).

VerDate 16-FEB-2000 03:16 Mar 02, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01MR6.060 pfrm01 PsN: S01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1038 March 1, 2000
‘‘(b) GAO STUDY.—Not later than Sep-

tember 30, 2004, the Comptroller General of
the United States shall prepare and submit
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate a study
setting forth information regarding the
progress of States’ compliance in increasing
the percentage of fully qualified teachers, as
defined in section 2002(1), for fiscal years 2000
through 2003.
‘‘SEC. 2014. EDUCATOR PARTNERSHIP GRANTS.

‘‘(a) SUBGRANTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State receiving a

grant under section 2003(a) shall award sub-
grants, on a competitive basis, from amounts
made available under section 2004(a)(1), to
local educational agencies, elementary
schools, or secondary schools that have
formed educator partnerships, for the design
and implementation of programs that will
enhance professional development opportuni-
ties for teachers, principals, and administra-
tors, and will increase the number of fully
qualified teachers.

‘‘(2) ALLOCATIONS.—A State awarding sub-
grants under this subsection shall allocate
the subgrant funds on a competitive basis
and in a manner that results in an equitable
distribution of the subgrant funds by geo-
graphic areas within the State.

‘‘(3) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Each edu-
cator partnership receiving a subgrant under
this subsection may use not more than 5 per-
cent of the subgrant funds for any fiscal year
for the cost of planning and administering
programs under this section.

‘‘(b) EDUCATOR PARTNERSHIPS.—An educa-
tor partnership described in subsection (a)
includes a cooperative arrangement
between—

‘‘(1) a public elementary school or sec-
ondary school (including a charter school),
or a local educational agency; and

‘‘(2) 1 or more of the following:
‘‘(A) An institution of higher education.
‘‘(B) An educational service agency.
‘‘(C) A public or private not-for-profit edu-

cation organization.
‘‘(D) A for-profit education organization.
‘‘(E) An entity from outside the traditional

education arena, including a corporation or
consulting firm.

‘‘(c) USE OF FUNDS.—An educator partner-
ship receiving a subgrant under this section
shall use the subgrant funds for—

‘‘(1) developing and enhancing of profes-
sional development activities for teachers in
core academic subjects to ensure that the
teachers have content knowledge in the aca-
demic subjects in which the teachers provide
instruction;

‘‘(2) developing and providing assistance to
local educational agencies and elementary
schools and secondary schools for sustained,
high-quality professional development ac-
tivities for teachers, principals, and adminis-
trators, that—

‘‘(A) ensure that teachers, principals, and
administrators are able to use State content
standards, performance standards, and as-
sessments to improve instructional practices
and student achievement; and

‘‘(B) may include intensive programs de-
signed to prepare a teacher who participates
in such a program to provide professional de-
velopment instruction to other teachers
within the participating teacher’s school;

‘‘(3) increasing the number of fully quali-
fied teachers available to provide high-qual-
ity education to limited English proficient
students by—

‘‘(A) working with institutions of higher
education that offer degree programs, to at-
tract more people into such programs, and to
prepare better new, English language teach-

ers to provide effective language instruction
to limited English proficient students; and

‘‘(B) supporting development and imple-
mentation of professional development pro-
grams for language instruction teachers to
improve the language proficiency of limited
English proficient students;

‘‘(4) developing and implementing profes-
sional development activities for principals
and administrators to enable the principals
and administrators to be effective school
leaders and to improve student achievement
on challenging State content and student
performance standards, including profes-
sional development relating to—

‘‘(A) leadership skills;
‘‘(B) recruitment, assignment, retention,

and evaluation of teachers and other staff;
‘‘(C) effective instructional practices, in-

cluding the use of technology; and
‘‘(D) parental and community involvement;

and
‘‘(5) providing activities that enhance pro-

fessional development opportunities for
teachers, principals, and administrators or
will increase the number of fully qualified
teachers.

‘‘(d) APPLICATION REQUIRED.—Each educa-
tor partnership desiring a subgrant under
this section shall submit an application to
the appropriate State educational agency at
such time, in such manner, and accompanied
by such information as the State educational
agency may reasonably require.

‘‘(e) COORDINATION.—Each educator part-
nership that receives a subgrant under this
section and a grant under section 203 of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 shall coordi-
nate the activities carried out under such
section 203 with any related activities car-
ried out under this section.
‘‘SEC. 2015. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated

to carry out this title $1,600,000,000 for fiscal
year 2001 and such sums as may be necessary
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.’’.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
would like to announce that the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs will con-
duct an oversight hearing on Wednes-
day, March 1, 2000 on the Report pre-
pared by the National Academy of Pub-
lic Administration entitled ‘‘A Study
of Management and Administration:
The Bureau of Indian Affairs.’’ The
hearing will be held in the Committee
room, 485 Russell Senate Building and
will begin at 9:30 a.m.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
would like to announce that the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs will meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, March 8, 2000 at 9:30 a.m. to
conduct a hearing on draft legislation
to reauthorize the Indian Health Care
Improvement Act of 1976. The hearing
will be held in the Committee room, 485
Russell Senate Building.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the Committee
on Rules and Administration will meet
at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, March 8, 2000,
in Room SR–301 Russell Senate Office
Building, to conduct a hearing, fol-
lowed by an executive session, on the
nominations of:

Danny Lee McDonald, of Oklahoma,
to be a member of the Federal Election
Commission for a term expiring April
30, 2005 (reappointment); and

Bradley A. Smith, of Ohio, to be a
member of the Federal Election Com-
mission for a term expiring April 30,
2005, vice Lee Ann Elliott, resigned.

For further information concerning
this meeting, please contact Hunter
Bates at the Rules Committee on 4–
6352.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to announce that a full com-
mittee hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

The hearing will take place Wednes-
day, March 8, 2000, at 9:30 a.m. in room
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building in Washington, D.C.

The purpose of this hearing is to ex-
amine energy supply and demand
issues relating to crude oil, heating oil,
and transportation fuels in light of the
rise in price of these fuels.

Those who wish to submit written
testimony should write to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
20510. Presentation of oral testimony is
by Committee invitation only. For fur-
ther information, please contact Jo
Meuse or Brian Malnak at (202) 224–
6730.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC

PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that H.R.
1615, a bill to amend the Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Act to extend the designa-
tion of a portion of the Lamprey River
in New Hampshire as a recreational
river to include an additional river seg-
ment, has been added to the list of bills
scheduled for a hearing by the Sub-
committee on March 8, 2000 at 2:30 p.m.

The hearing will take place on
Wednesday, March 8 at 2.30 p.m. in
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in Washington, DC.

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Kevin Clark of the
Committee staff at (202) 224–6969.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry, be allowed to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, March 1, 2000. The purpose of this
meeting will be to discuss the Agri-
culture Trade Agreement with China.

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
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Senate on Wednesday, March 1, 2000 at
9:30 a.m., in open session, to receive
testimony on the Defense authoriza-
tion request for fiscal year 2001 and the
future years defense program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, March 1, 2000, at 9:30
a.m., on the nominations of Carol
Carmody and John Goglia to be mem-
bers of the National Transportation
Safety Board.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, March 1 at 9:30 a.m., to conduct an
oversight hearing. The committee will
consider the President’s proposed budg-
et for FY 2001 for the Department of
the Interior.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, March 1, 2000, at
10:45 a.m. and 2 p.m., to hold two hear-
ings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be authorized to meet in
executive session during the session of
the Senate on Wednesday, March 1,
2000, at 9:30 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions be authorized to meet in
executive session for the consideration
of S. 2, the Educational Opportunities
Act, during the session of the Senate
on March 1, 2000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous that the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, March 1, 2000 at 9:30
a.m. to conduct an oversight hearing
on the Report prepared by the National
Academy for Public Administration en-

titled: ‘‘A Study of Management and
Administration: The Bureau of Indian
Affairs.’’ The hearing will be held in
the committee room, 485 Russell Sen-
ate Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet to conduct a hearing on
Wednesday, March 1, 2000, at 10 a.m., in
SD226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs would
like to request unanimous consent to
hold a joint hearing with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to re-
ceive the legislative presentations of
the Disabled American Veterans. The
hearing will be held on Wednesday,
March 1, 2000, at 10 a.m., in room 345 of
the Cannon House Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, March 1, 2000 at
9:30 a.m. to hold a closed hearing on in-
telligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES, WILDLIFE, AND
WATER

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Fisheries, Wildlife, and
Water be authorized to conduct a hear-
ing to examine the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s proposed rules regard-
ing changes in the total maximum
daily load and NPDES permit programs
pursuant to the Clean Water Act,
Wednesday, March 1, 1 p.m., hearing
room (SD–406).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGING THREATS AND
CAPABILITIES

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
Emerging Threats and Capabilities
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Armed Services be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, March 1, 2000 at 2:30 p.m.,
in closed and open sessions to receive
testimony on Cyber Security and Crit-
ical Infrastructure Protection, in re-
view of the Defense authorization re-
quest for fiscal year 2001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT

AND THE COURTS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary Subcommittee
on Administrative Oversight and the
Courts be authorized to meet to con-

duct a hearing on Wednesday, March 1,
2000, at 2 p.m., in SD226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND

SPACE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, March 1, 2000, at 2:30 p.m. on Next
Generation Internet 2000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NATIONAL SUSTAINABLE FUELS
AND CHEMICALS ACT OF 1999

On February 29, 2000, the Senate
amended and passed S. 935, as follows:

S. 935
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—BIOMASS RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2000

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Biomass

Research and Development Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 102. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) conversion of biomass into biobased in-

dustrial products offers outstanding poten-
tial for benefit to the national interest
through improved strategic security and bal-
ance of payments, healthier rural economies,
improved environmental quality, near-zero
net greenhouse gas emissions, technology ex-
port, and sustainable resource supply;

(2) the key technical challenges to be over-
come in order for biobased industrial prod-
ucts to be cost competitive are finding new
technology and reducing the cost of tech-
nology for converting biomass into desired
biobased industrial products;

(3) biobased fuels, such as ethanol, have
the clear potential to be sustainable, low
cost, and high performance fuels that are
compatible with both current and future
transportation systems and provide near
zero net greenhouse gas emissions;

(4) biobased chemicals—
(A) can provide functional replacements

for essentially all organic chemicals that are
currently derived from petroleum; and

(B) have the clear potential for environ-
mentally benign product life cycles;

(5) biobased power can provide environ-
mental benefits, promote rural economic de-
velopment, and diversify energy resource op-
tions;

(6) many biomass feedstocks suitable for
industrial processing show the clear poten-
tial for sustainable production, in some cases
resulting in improved soil fertility and car-
bon sequestration;

(7)(A) grain processing mills are biorefin-
eries that produce a diversity of useful food,
chemical, feed, and fuel products; and

(B) technologies that result in further di-
versification of the range of value-added
biobased industrial products can meet a key
need for the grain processing industry;

(8)(A) cellulosic feedstocks are attractive
because of their low cost and widespread
availability; and

(B) research resulting in cost-effective
technology to overcome the recalcitrance of
cellulosic biomass would allow biorefineries
to produce fuels and bulk chemicals on a
very large scale, with a commensurately
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large realization of the benefit described in
paragraph (1);

(9) research into the fundamentals to un-
derstand important mechanisms of biomass
conversion can be expected to accelerate the
application and advancement of biomass
processing technology by—

(A) increasing the confidence and speed
with which new technologies can be scaled
up; and

(B) giving rise to processing innovations
based on new knowledge;

(10) the added utility of biobased industrial
products developed through improvements in
processing technology would encourage the
design of feedstocks that would meet future
needs more effectively;

(11) the creation of value-added biobased
industrial products would create new jobs in
construction, manufacturing, and distribu-
tion, as well as new higher-valued exports of
products and technology;

(12)(A) because of the relatively short-term
time horizon characteristic of private sector
investments, and because many benefits of
biomass processing are in the national inter-
est, it is appropriate for the Federal Govern-
ment to provide precommercial investment
in fundamental research and research-driven
innovation in the biomass processing area;
and

(B) such an investment would provide a
valuable complement to ongoing and past
governmental support in the biomass proc-
essing area; and

(13) several prominent studies, including
studies by the President’s Council of Advi-
sors on Science and Technology and the Na-
tional Research Council—

(A) support the potential for large re-
search-driven advances in technologies for
production of biobased industrial products as
well as associated benefits; and

(B) document the need for a focused, inte-
grated, and innovation-driven research effort
to provide the appropriate progress in a
timely manner.
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The term ‘‘Advi-

sory Committee’’ means the Biomass Re-
search and Development Technical Advisory
Committee established by section 106.

(2) BIOBASED INDUSTRIAL PRODUCT.—The
term ‘‘biobased industrial product’’ means
fuels, commercial chemicals, building mate-
rials, or electric power or heat produced
from biomass.

(3) BIOMASS.—The term ‘‘biomass’’ means
any organic matter that is available on a re-
newable or recurring basis, including agri-
cultural crops and trees, wood and wood
wastes and residues, plants (including aquat-
ic plants), grasses, residues, fibers, and ani-
mal wastes, municipal wastes and other
waste materials.

(4) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the
Biomass Research and Development Board
established by section 105.

(5) INITIATIVE.—The term ‘‘Initiative’’
means the Biomass Research and Develop-
ment Research Initiative established under
section 107.

(6) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—The
term ‘‘institution of higher education’’ has
the meaning given that term in section
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C. 1141(a)).

(7) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The term ‘‘na-
tional laboratory’’ means a facility or group
of facilities owned, leased, or operated by a
Federal agency (including a contractor of
the Federal agency) for the performance of
research, development, or engineering.

(8) POINT OF CONTACT.—The term ‘‘point of
contact’’ means a point of contact des-
ignated under section 104(d).

(9) PROCESSING.—The term ‘‘processing’’
means the derivation of biobased industrial
products from biomass, including—

(A) feedstock production;
(B) harvest and handling;
(C) pretreatment or thermochemical proc-

essing;
(D) fermentation;
(E) catalytic processing;
(F) product recovery; and
(G) coproduct production.

SEC. 104. COOPERATION AND COORDINATION IN
BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Secretary of Energy shall co-
operate with respect to, and coordinate, poli-
cies and procedures that promote research
and development leading to the production
of biobased industrial products.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the coopera-
tion and coordination shall be to—

(1) understand the key mechanisms under-
lying the recalcitrance of biomass for con-
version into biobased industrial products;

(2) develop new and cost-effective tech-
nologies that would result in large-scale
commercial production of low cost and sus-
tainable biobased industrial products;

(3) ensure that biobased industrial prod-
ucts are developed in a manner that en-
hances their economic, energy security, and
environmental benefits; and

(4) promote the development and use of ag-
ricultural and energy crops for conversion
into biobased industrial products.

(c) AREAS.—In carrying out this title, the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary
of Energy, in consultation with heads of ap-
propriate departments and agencies, shall
promote research and development to—

(1) advance the availability and widespread
use of energy efficient, economically com-
petitive, and environmentally sound
biobased industrial products in a manner
that is consistent with the goals of the
United States relating to sustainable and se-
cure supplies of food, chemicals, and fuel;

(2) ensure full consideration of Federal
land and land management programs as po-
tential feedstock resources for biobased in-
dustrial products; and

(3) assess the environmental, economic,
and social impact of production of biobased
industrial products from biomass on a large
scale.

(d) POINTS OF CONTACT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To coordinate research

and development programs and activities re-
lating to biobased industrial products that
are carried out by their respective
Departments—

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture shall des-
ignate, as the point of contact for the De-
partment of Agriculture, an officer of the
Department of Agriculture appointed by the
President to a position in the Department
before the date of the designation, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate;
and

(B) the Secretary of Energy shall des-
ignate, as the point of contact for the De-
partment of Energy, an officer of the Depart-
ment of Energy appointed by the President
to a position in the Department before the
date of the designation, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate.

(2) DUTIES.—The points of contact shall
jointly—

(A) assist in arranging interlaboratory and
site-specific supplemental agreements for re-
search, development, and demonstration
projects relating to biobased industrial prod-
ucts;

(B) serve as cochairpersons of the Board;
(C) administer the Initiative; and

(D) respond in writing to each rec-
ommendation of the Advisory Committee
made under section 106.
SEC. 105. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT BOARD.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

the Biomass Research and Development
Board to coordinate programs within and
among departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government for the purpose of pro-
moting the use of biobased industrial prod-
ucts by—

(1) maximizing the benefits deriving from
Federal grants and assistance; and

(2) bringing coherence to Federal strategic
planning.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall consist
of:

(1) The point of contact of the Department
of Energy designated under section
104(d)(1)(B), who shall serve as cochairperson
of the Board.

(2) The point of contact of the Department
of Agriculture designated under section
104(d)(1)(A), who shall serve as cochairperson
of the Board.

(3) A senior officer of each of the following
agencies who is appointed by the head of the
agency and who has a rank that is equivalent
to the points of contact:

(A) The Department of the Interior.
(B) The Environmental Protection Agency.
(C) The National Science Foundation.
(D) The Office of Science and Technology

Policy.
(4) At the option of the Secretary of Agri-

culture and the Secretary of Energy, other
members appointed by the Secretaries (after
consultation with members described in
paragraphs (1) through (3)).

(c) DUTIES.—The Board shall—
(1) coordinate research, development, and

demonstration activities relating to
biobased industrial products—

(A) between the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Energy; and

(B) with other departments and agencies of
the Federal Government; and

(2) provide recommendations to the points
of contact concerning administration of this
title.

(d) FUNDING.—Each agency represented on
the Board is encouraged to provide funds for
any purpose under this title.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at
least quarterly to enable the Board to carry
out the duties of the Board under subsection
(c).
SEC. 106. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT TECHNICAL ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
the Biomass Research and Development
Technical Advisory Committee to—

(1) advise the Secretary of Energy, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the points of con-
tact concerning—

(A) the technical focus and direction of re-
quests for proposals issued under the Initia-
tive; and

(B) procedures for reviewing and evalu-
ating the proposals;

(2) facilitate consultations and partner-
ships among Federal and State agencies, ag-
ricultural producers, industry, consumers,
the research community, and other inter-
ested groups to carry out program activities
relating to the Initiative; and

(3) evaluate and perform strategic planning
on program activities relating to the Initia-
tive.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall
consist of the following members appointed
by the points of contact:

(1) An individual affiliated with the
biobased industrial products industry.

(2) An individual affiliated with an institu-
tion of higher education who has expertise in
biobased industrial products.
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(3) two prominent engineers or scientists

from government or academia who have ex-
pertise in biobased industrial products.

(4) An individual affiliated with a com-
modity trade association.

(5) An individual affiliated with an envi-
ronmental or conservation organization.

(6) An individual associated with State
government who has expertise in biobased
industrial products.

(7) At the option of the points of contact,
other members.

(c) DUTIES.—The Advisory Committee
shall—

(1) advise the points of contact with re-
spect to the Initiative; and

(2) evaluate whether, and make rec-
ommendations in writing to the Board to en-
sure that—

(A) funds authorized for the Initiative are
distributed and used in a manner that is con-
sistent with the goals of the Initiative;

(B) the points of contact are funding pro-
posals under this title that are selected on
the basis of merit, as determined by an inde-
pendent panel of scientific and technical
peers; and

(C) activities under this title are carried
out in accordance with this title.

(d) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Committee
shall meet at least quarterly to enable the
Advisory Committee to carry out the duties
of the Advisory Committee under subsection
(c).
SEC. 107. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT INITIATIVE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-

culture and the Secretary of Energy, acting
through their respective points of contact
and in consultation with the Board, shall es-
tablish and carry out a Biomass Research
and Development Initiative under which
competitively-awarded grants, contracts,
and financial assistance are provided to, or
entered into with, eligible entities to carry
out research on biobased industrial products.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of grants,
contracts, and assistance under this section
shall be to—

(1) stimulate collaborative activities by a
diverse range of experts in all aspects of bio-
mass processing for the purpose of con-
ducting fundamental and innovation-tar-
geted research and technology development;

(2) enhance creative and imaginative ap-
proaches toward biomass processing that
will serve to develop the next generation of
advanced technologies making possible low
cost and sustainable biobased industrial
products;

(3) strengthen the intellectual resources of
the United States through the training and
education of future scientists, engineers,
managers, and business leaders in the field of
biomass processing; and

(4) promote integrated research partner-
ships among colleges, universities, national
laboratories, Federal and State research
agencies, and the private sector as the best
means of overcoming technical challenges
that span multiple research and engineering
disciplines and of gaining better leverage
from limited Federal research funds.

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for a grant,

contract, or assistance under this section, an
applicant shall be—

(A) an institution of higher education;
(B) a national laboratory;
(C) a Federal research agency;
(D) a State research agency;
(E) a private sector entity;
(F) a nonprofit organization; or
(G) a consortium of 2 or more entities de-

scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (E).
(2) ADMINISTRATION.—After consultation

with the Board, the points of contact, on be-
half of the Board, shall—

(A) publish annually 1 or more joint re-
quests for proposals for grants, contracts,
and assistance under this section;

(B) establish a priority in grants, con-
tracts, and assistance under this section for
research that—

(i) demonstrates potential for significant
advances in biomass processing;

(ii) demonstrates potential to substan-
tially impact scale-sensitive national objec-
tives such as sustainable resource supply, re-
duced greenhouse gas emissions, healthier
rural economies, and improved strategic se-
curity and trade balances; and

(iii) would improve knowledge of impor-
tant biomass processing systems that dem-
onstrate potential for commercial applica-
tions;

(C) require that grants, contracts, and as-
sistance under this section be awarded com-
petitively, on the basis of merit, after the es-
tablishment of procedures that provide for
scientific peer review by an independent
panel of scientific and technical peers; and

(D) give preference to applications that—
(i) involve a consortia of experts from mul-

tiple institutions; and
(ii) encourage the integration of disciplines

and application of the best technical re-
sources.

(d) USES OF GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND AS-
SISTANCE.—A grant, contract, or assistance
under this section may be used to conduct—

(1) research on process technology for over-
coming the recalcitrance of biomass, includ-
ing research on key mechanisms, advanced
technologies, and demonstration test beds
for—

(A) feedstock pretreatment and hydrolysis
of cellulose and hemicellulose, including new
technologies for—

(i) enhanced sugar yields;
(ii) lower overall chemical use;
(iii) less costly materials; and
(iv) cost reduction;
(B) development of novel organisms and

other approaches to substantially lower the
cost of cellulase enzymes and enzymatic hy-
drolysis, including dedicated cellulase pro-
duction and consolidated bioprocessing
strategies; and

(C) approaches other than enzymatic hy-
drolysis for overcoming the recalcitrance of
cellulosic biomass;

(2) research on technologies for diversi-
fying the range of products that can be effi-
ciently and cost-competitively produced
from biomass, including research on—

(A) metabolic engineering of biological
systems (including the safe use of geneti-
cally modified crops) to produce novel prod-
ucts, especially commodity products, or to
increase product selectivity and tolerance,
with a research priority on the development
of biobased industrial products that can
compete in performance and cost with fossil-
based products;

(B) catalytic processing to convert inter-
mediates of biomass processing into products
of interest;

(C) separation technologies for cost-effec-
tive product recovery and purification;

(D) approaches other than metabolic engi-
neering and catalytic conversion of inter-
mediates of biomass processing;

(E) advanced biomass gasification tech-
nologies, including coproduction of power
and heat as an integrated component of bio-
mass processing, with the possibility of gen-
erating excess electricity for sale; and

(F) related research in advanced turbine
and stationary fuel cell technology for pro-
duction of electricity from biomass; and

(3) research aimed at ensuring the environ-
mental performance and economic viability
of biobased industrial products and their raw
material input of biomass when considered

as an integrated system, including research
on—

(A) the analysis of, and strategies to en-
hance, the environmental performance and
sustainability of biobased industrial prod-
ucts, including research on—

(i) accurate measurement and analysis of
greenhouse gas emissions, carbon sequestra-
tion, and carbon cycling in relation to the
life cycle of biobased industrial products and
feedstocks with respect to other alter-
natives;

(ii) evaluation of current and future bio-
mass resource availability;

(iii) development and analysis of land man-
agement practices and alternative biomass
cropping systems that ensure the environ-
mental performance and sustainability of
biomass production and harvesting;

(iv) land, air, water, and biodiversity im-
pacts of large-scale biomass production,
processing, and use of biobased industrial
products relative to other alternatives; and

(v) biomass gasification and combustion to
produce electricity;

(B) the analysis of, and strategies to en-
hance, the economic viability of biobased in-
dustrial products, including research on—

(i) the cost of the required process tech-
nology;

(ii) the impact of coproducts, including
food, animal feed, and fiber, on biobased in-
dustrial product price and large-scale eco-
nomic viability; and

(iii) interactions between an emergent bio-
mass refining industry and the petro-
chemical refining infrastructure; and

(C) the field and laboratory research re-
lated to feedstock production with the inter-
related goals of enhancing the sustain-
ability, increasing productivity, and decreas-
ing the cost of biomass processing, including
research on—

(i) altering biomass to make biomass easi-
er and less expensive to process;

(ii) existing and new agricultural and en-
ergy crops that provide a sustainable re-
source for conversion to biobased industrial
products while simultaneously serving as a
source for coproducts such as food, animal
feed, and fiber;

(iii) improved technologies for harvest, col-
lection, transport, storage, and handling of
crop and residue feedstocks; and

(iv) development of economically viable
cropping systems that improve the conserva-
tion and restoration of marginal land; or

(4) Any research and development in tech-
nologies or processes determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of
Energy, acting through their respective
points of contact and in consultation with
the Board, to be consistent with the purposes
described in subsection (b) and priorities de-
scribed in subsection (c)(2)(B).

(e) TECHNOLOGY AND INFORMATION TRANS-
FER TO AGRICULTURAL USERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Cooperative State Research, Education, and
Extension Service and the Chief of the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service shall
ensure that applicable research results and
technologies from the Initiative are adapted,
made available, and disseminated through
their respective services, as appropriate.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 5 years after
the date of enactment of this title, the Ad-
ministrator of the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service
and the Chief of the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service shall report to the com-
mittees of Congress with jurisdiction over
the Initiative on the activities conducted by
the services under this subsection.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to funding provided for biomass re-
search and development under the general
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authority of the Secretary of Energy to con-
duct research and development and dem-
onstration programs (which may also be used
to carry out this title), there are also au-
thorized to be appropriated $49,000,000 to the
Department of Agriculture for each of the
fiscal years 2000 through 2005 to carry out
this title.
SEC. 108. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT AND

FUNDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—To the extent administra-

tive support and funds are not provided by
other agencies under subsection (b), the Sec-
retary of Energy and the Secretary of Agri-
culture may provide such administrative
support and funds of the Department of En-
ergy and the Department of Agriculture to
the Board and the Advisory Committee as
are necessary to enable the Board and the
Advisory Committee to carry out this title.

(b) OTHER AGENCIES.—The heads of the
agencies referred to, or appointed under,
paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 105(b) may,
and are encouraged to, provide administra-
tive support and funds of their respective
agencies to the Board and the Advisory Com-
mittee.
SEC. 109. REPORTS.

For each fiscal year that funds are made
available to carry out this title, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of
Energy shall jointly transmit to Congress a
detailed report on—

(1) the status and progress of the Initia-
tive, including a certification from the
Board that funds authorized for the Initia-
tive are distributed and used in a manner
that is consistent with the goals of the Ini-
tiative; and

(2) the general status of cooperation and
research efforts carried out by each Sec-
retary with respect to sustainable fuels,
chemicals, and electricity derived from bio-
mass, including a certification from the
Board that the points of contact are funding
proposals that are selected on the basis of
merit, as determined by an independent
panel of scientific and technical peers.
SEC. 110. SUNSET.

This title and the authority conferred by
this title shall terminate on December 31,
2005.

TITLE II—AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR ETHANOL RESEARCH
PILOT PLANT

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to

construct a Department of Agriculture corn-
based ethanol research pilot plant a total of
$14,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and subsequent
fiscal years.

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH
2, 2000

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, March 2. I further ask unan-
imous consent that on Thursday, im-
mediately following the prayer, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the morning hour be deemed ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then resume debate on
the pending Hatch-Mack amendment to
S. 1134, the education savings account
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the Hatch-Mack amendment No. 2827
regarding the marriage penalty tax at
9:30 a.m. tomorrow. Following 30 min-
utes of debate, at approximately 10
a.m., the Senate will proceed to a vote
on or in relation to the amendment.

The managers are actively working
on scheduling the remaining amend-
ments that need to be acted upon. It is
possible the bill may be completed as
early as tomorrow evening. Therefore,
Senators can expect votes throughout
the day and into the evening.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order,
following the remarks of Senator
WYDEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

PRESCRIPTION DRUG
AFFORDABILITY

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this
morning the Democratic Policy Com-
mittee had a very important hearing
on the issue of prescription drug cov-
erage under Medicare for the Nation’s
older people. We heard from senior citi-
zens, we heard from pharmacists, we
heard from gerontologists, extraor-
dinarily compelling testimony about
why this prescription drug benefit is so
important.

Frankly, I do not think there is a
single Member of the Senate, whether
they are a Democrat or a Republican,
who would not be moved by what we
heard this morning. The senior citi-
zens, as we hear again and again in
townhall meetings at home, are point-
ing out that they cannot afford their
prescription medicines.

The pharmacists went into detail
about how frustrated they are that so
many of the older people lack bar-
gaining power in the marketplace, bar-
gaining power that can help them drive
down the cost of their medicine. I
thought the gerontologists we heard
from this morning were very compel-
ling in making the case of how so many
of these drugs today can promote
wellness and help seniors stay healthy
and keep from racking up these ex-
traordinary medical bills that are so
often incurred and require hospitaliza-
tion under what is called Part A of the
Medicare program.

It is so important that we come to-
gether as a body to address this issue.
Senator DASCHLE, in particular, men-
tions to me on almost a daily basis how
he wants to reconcile the various bills.
He wants to reach out to colleagues on

the other side of the aisle. In par-
ticular, I praise my colleague, Senator
SNOWE. She and I have worked for over
a year on a bipartisan effort with re-
spect to prescription drugs.

I know colleagues on the other side
of the aisle are interested in this issue
as well. Frankly, I think any Member
of the Senate who heard what the
Democratic Policy Committee heard
this morning had to have been moved
by how great the need is for prescrip-
tion drug coverage for seniors.

One of the issues that has come up in
recent days is this question of whether
private insurance companies are going
to be interested in this benefit and
whether they are going to be willing to
update their policies. We are hearing a
lot of talk that maybe they are not and
they are not going to come forward.

I guess we are starting to hear from
the same crowd who said doctors and
hospitals in the early sixties were not
going to participate in the Medicare
program. It is preposterous to say pri-
vate insurers are not going to partici-
pate once we go forward and enact a re-
sponsible bipartisan prescription drug
program for seniors under Medicare.

What the Snowe-Wyden legislation
does is make it very clear the money
that would be earmarked under our bi-
partisan bill would be made available
to pick up the prescription drug por-
tion of a senior citizen’s private health
insurance bill.

The Presiding Officer, who has great
expertise in this area as well, knows
that the vast majority of seniors have
these private policies—Medigap poli-
cies, HMO policies, a variety of private
policies today.

I am absolutely convinced that when
we go forward to enact this program on
a bipartisan basis, as we heard in the
Democratic policy session this morn-
ing, private insurance companies all
over this country will tear up their ex-
isting contracts with older people and
add the prescription drug program that
we enact this year to their coverage.
By the way, they would not be required
to do it. Under our legislation and
other bills, this would be voluntary for
both private insurance companies and
for older people.

The reason why I believe private in-
surance companies are going to be very
eager to participate is that they will
not be able to be competitive with the
various other companies in an area un-
less they offer the benefit.

If you took a Salt Lake City, UT, or
a Portland, OR, or a Denver, CO, where
there are a variety of insurers, once we
enact this program, seniors are going
to go to private insurers and ask: Are
you offering this particular benefit?
Because we see the Congress has passed
a law making available funds to pick
up the prescription drug portion of a
senior citizen’s private health insur-
ance bill.

I think all this talk about how pri-
vate insurance companies are not going
to be interested in offering this benefit
is incredibly farfetched. While our pro-
posal and the other good proposals that
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are offered are voluntary, we are al-
ready hearing from insurance compa-
nies that they are going to be very in-
terested in offering this benefit. In
fact, many of them are going to believe
they have to do it in order to be com-
petitive in their community.

I hope—I did want to be brief to-
night—we can go forward in the days
ahead and act on this matter as pri-
ority business before the Senate. I in-
tend to keep coming to the floor to
bring to the attention of this body
cases from home and from across this
country of older people who, when they
are done paying their prescription drug
bills, literally have only a few hundred
dollars a month to pay for their food
and their rent and their utilities. It is
outrageous, in a country as good and
strong as ours, that we have not up-
dated our health care system to pro-
vide this coverage.

Because I have come to the floor now
25 times in 3 months to talk about this
issue, and Senator DASCHLE’s effort to
bring the Senate together, to reach out
to colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, I am asked all the time: Can
America afford to cover prescription
drugs for older people? My response is:
We can’t afford not to cover prescrip-
tion drugs.

What the gerontologists told us
today is that if you want, for the long-
term, to promote wellness and to keep
seniors healthy, make these drugs—the
drugs that lower blood pressure and
cholesterol—available to seniors be-
cause with them seniors will be able to
stay healthy and not rack up these
much larger medical bills that are in-
curred when they are ill.

One of the most striking examples I
have seen in this discussion involves
the anticoagulant drugs, the drugs that
prevent strokes. It might cost $1,000 or
$1,500 for a senior to get those drugs for
a year—certainly that is expensive—
but if, through drugs such as that, you
can prevent stroke—which will cost up-
wards of $100,000—it seems to me it
makes a very clear case that we ought
to be offering this benefit.

I recognize that colleagues have dif-
ferent views as to how to go about
doing it. Several of my Democratic col-
leagues have bills. I do not expect to
have the last word on this subject. I
know colleagues on the other side of
the aisle have legislation, as well. I am
very honored to have been able to team
up with Senator SNOWE for 15 months
now in an effort to pass this prescrip-
tion drug benefit on a bipartisan basis.

But let us make sure this issue does
get addressed, and addressed in this
Congress. Because to let this become
fodder for another political season, and
to have the back and forth that would
go on in a political campaign, where
one side blames the other side, is not
productive. That is not what Senator
DASCHLE wants to have, as he tries to
bring together the various approaches
that have been offered by Members of
the Senate. I know there are a number
of Republicans who want to avoid that
kind of train-wreck scenario where you
do not act on this issue; instead, it just
becomes the fodder for another polit-
ical campaign.

What the Democratic Policy Com-
mittee heard this morning from sen-
iors, from pharmacists, from geron-
tologists, ought to be compelling to

every Member of this body—Demo-
crats, Republicans, liberals, and con-
servatives.

Let us debate the specifics about how
to go about offering this benefit, but
let us make sure this issue gets done
because I do not think it is right for
the country to wait any longer to move
forward on an issue that is so vital to
health care reform.

I intend to keep coming back to the
floor to address this issue. The session
held by the Democratic Policy Com-
mittee was so compelling this morning
that I wanted to take a couple minutes
to bring it to the attention of the Sen-
ate.

I wish to make it clear that I look
forward to working with all of my col-
leagues on a bipartisan basis. The Pre-
siding Officer—the Senator from
Utah—and I have talked about health
care on a number of occasions since I
have been in the Senate. He has great
expertise. We are going to involve him
in this cause and get it done in a bipar-
tisan way.

I think this morning’s program by
the Democratic Policy Committee was
another step in the right direction.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until tomorrow at 9:30 a.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:27 p.m.,
adjourned until Thursday, March 2,
2000, at 9:30 a.m.
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